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INTRODUCTION

Student teaching, like most other phases of education, is currently
undergoing considerable change. Furthermere, studenc teaching is enjoying
a good deal of publicity-~thanks to the attention paid to it by Dr. James B.
Conant and other prominent educators., Unlike many other aspecis of teacher
education, however, student teaching seems to be rather univer=illy
accepted as an essential and even crucial part of teacher education. 1In
light of this, it appeared that a study which would paint a clear picture
of contemporary student teaching in the United States would be a timely
contribution. Therefore, this study was undertaken with the financial
help of the United States Office of Education (under the provisions of
Public Law 531) and Northern Illinois University.

This study consisted of a survey of the current practices of student

teaching programs in the United States. The main objective of the study
was to clarify the current student teaching picture in the United States.

METHOD USED IN THE STUDY

A rather classical descriptive research design was used in this
study. This design involved the following phases:

Phase 1. A survey of related literature was conducted, resulting
in the compilation of a lengthy bibliography on the subject of student
teaching.

Phase 2. A rough draft of the survey instrument was prepared by
the project director.

Phase 3. Each of the seven consultants critiqued the rough draft
of the survey instrument making suggestions for its improvement.

Phase 4. The survey instrument was revised on the basis of the
consultants' suggestions.

Phase 5. The instrument was then pretested with a random sample
of twenty teacher preparing institutions,

Phase 6. A final revision of the survey instrument was made based
on the results of the pretesting.

Phase 7. On the 20th of November, 1967, the finished questionnaire
was mailed to each teacher preparing institution in the United States. @he
mailing 1ist was prepared from the annual Edudation Divectory-~Part 3--Higher
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Education, which is prepared by the U.S. Department of Health, Fducation,
and Welfare. Due to the organization of this directory, it was not always
possible to determine precisely which institutions might have a s;udent
teaching program. For this reason, when there was doubt as to whether a
certain institution might have a student teaching program or not, that
institution was included on the mailing list. The mailing list included
a total of 1,179 institutions. As a result of this first mailing, 673
completed questionnaires were returned. '

-Phase 8. On January 15, 1968, a second questionnaire was sent to
each institution that had not yet responded. As a result of this second
mailing, an additional 74 returns were received. This brought the total
number of returns to 847.

Also, an additional 69 schools had by that time responded indicating
they did not have a student teaching program. Subtracting this number from
the original mailing list leaves an apparent total of 1,110 teaching pre-
paring institutions in the United States (1,179-69=1,110). While this
figure is obviously not precise, it is probably a very good approximation.
There are probably a small number of nonrespondents that do not have
student teaching programs; however, there are also probably a small number
of new teacher preparing institutions that are not yet listed in the
Higher Education Directory from which the original mailing 1ist was made.

If one accepts the figure of 1,110 as the total number of teacher
preparing institutions in the United States, then the 847 completed
questionnaires received in this survey represents approximately 76% of
all such institutions. The actual number of returns from each state or
territory and from the entire United States are shown in table 1.

Phase 9. A random sample of twenty-three of the nonresponding
schools were visited as part of an analysis of nonrespondents. This means
that data were actually obtained from a grand total of 870 institutions--
or approximately 797% of all teacher preparing institutions in the United

States. (Parenthetically, an additional 19 returns were obtained ‘too late
for inrlusion in the study.)

Phase 10. The information on the returned questionnaires was
transferred to IBM cards. The cards were then tabulated and analyzed
with electronic data processing equipment.

L BT e e

Phase 1ll. The final report was prepared and the results of the
study were disseminated through a variety of channels.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION OF THE STUDY

The information gathered in this study is presented in a series of
tables contained in this section. These tables show data for each state
as well as for the entire United States. No returns were received in time
for inclusion in the study from the Canal Zone, Delawzre, Guam, Hawaii,
Nevada, or Wyoming. For this reason, these states and territories do not
appear on the tables. When viewing these tables, it should be noted that
percentages do not always total 100%Z due to the fact that these values
have been rounded off to whole numbers and due to the fact that some
respondents did not answer all of the questions. It should also be noted
that the figures given for the United States represent information for all
of the responding institutions and not the average of -all the states.

General Background of the Institution. The first section of the
questionnaire dealt with the general background of the institution.
Table 1 shows the number of teacher education institutions that partici-
pated in this study. This table shows this information broken down by
public and private institutions for each state or territory and for the
entire United States. As was mentioned, no returns were received in time
for inclusion in the study from the Canal Zone, Delaware, Guam, Hawaii,
Nevada or Wyoming.

Table 2 is entitled NATURE OF CONTROL, ACCREDITATION, AND TYPE OF
TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM. This table shows the proportion of public and
private schools that responded in the study; the per cent of schools that
have received regional accreditation as well as the per cent that have
received NCATE accreditation; and the per cent of respondents having only
elementary programs, only secondary programs, or both elementary and
secondary programs.

Table 2 reveals that, of all the institutions in the United States
that responded to this study, 36% are public institutions and 64% are
private institutions. This table also shows that 93% of the responding
schools have received regional accreditation (North Central, Middle
States, New England, Northwest, Southern, or Western) and that 48% of
these schools have received NCATE accreditation. Table 2 also indicates
that 4% of the responding schools have only an elementary teacher edu-
cation program, 9% have only a secondary teacher education program, and
87% have both an elementary and secondary teacher education program.
This table also shows a break down of similar data for each state from
which returns were received.

Table 3 shows the per cent of institutions with given full-time
undergraduate enrollments and the per cent of undergraduates preparing
to be teachers for each state as well as for the United States. For instance,

C‘Es u};;:}:\:.iw'_-;a:x .
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TABLE 1.

NUMBER OF TEACHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS PARTICIPATING IN
STUDY -- BY STATE AND NATION.

Public Private Total
ALABAMA 10 6 18
ALASKA 1 1 2
ARIZONA 1 1 2
ARKANSAS 5 5 10
CALIFORNIA 12 26 38
COLORADO 6 5 11
CONNECT ICUT 5 6 11
DIST. OF COL. 1 5 6
FLORIDA -5 8 13
GEORGIA 8 9 17
I DAHO 1 2 3
ILLINOIS 7 33 40
IND I ANA 6 20 26
1OWA 3 23 26
KANSAS 6 12 18
KENTUCKY 6 9 15
LOUISIANA o 5 14
MAINE 5 5 10
MARYLAND 5 11 16
MASSACHUSETTS 10 22 32
MICHIGAN 4 16 20
MINNESOTA 4 16 20
MISSISSIPPI 7 [ 11
M{SSOURI 6 14 20
MONTANA 3 3 6
NEBRASKA 5 8 14
NEW HAMPSHIRE 3 5 8
NEW JERSEY 6 9 15
NEW MEX 1CO 5 3 8
NEW YORK 16 41 58
NORTH CAROL INA| 11 17 28
NORTH DAKOTA 6 2 8
OHIO 9 33 42
OKLAHOMA 9 4 13
OREGON 3 8 11
PENNSYLVANIA 16 45 61
PUERTO_RICO 1 1 2
RHODE_1SLAND - 2 5 7
SOUTH CAROLINA 5 11 16
SOUTH DAKOTA 6 4 10
TENNESSEE 6 13 19
TEXAS 19 23 42
UTAH 3 3 6
VERMONT A 4 8
VIRGINIA 7 8 15
WASH i NGTON 4 9 . 13
WEST VIRGINIA 9 5 14
WISCONSIN 8 16 24
UNITED STATES 299 544 B47*

* includes 4 schools not answering this item
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TABLE 2, NATURE OF CONTROL, ACCREDITATION, AND TYPE OF TEACHER EDUCATION

PROGRAM.

Type of Teacher Ed. Program |

Nature of Control Accreditation

Public {[Private Regional | NCATE Elem. Sec. Both
ALABAMA 597 35% 88% 47% 6% 0% 947
ALASKA 50 50 100 0 0 0 100
ARTZONA 50 50 50 50 0 0 100
ARKANSAS 50 50 100 70 0 0 80
CALIFORNIA 32 68 97 24 5 5 90
COLORADO 55 46 100 64 0 9 91
CONNECT ICUT 46 55 82 64 9 18 73
DIST. OF COL. 17 83 67 33 17 0 83
FLORIDA 39 62 100 39 0 8 92
GEORGIA 47 53 88 41 0 0 100
| DAHO 33 67 100 33 0 0 100
ILLINOIS 18 83 80 40 8 5 88
iNDIANA 23 77 85 62 0 8 92
| OWA 12 87 92 50 0 8 92
KANSAS 33 67 100 61 0 0 100
KENTUCKY 40 60 100 60 0 0 100
LOU I STANA 64 36 93 57 0 0 100
MAINE 50 50 60 30 10 30 60
MARYLAND 31 69 94 11 0 6 94
MASSACHUSETTS 30 67 94 46 9 3 88
MICHIGAN 20 80 95 45 0 5 95
MINNESOTA 20 80 95 70 15 15 70
MISSISSIPPI 64 36 91 46 0 0 100
M1SSOURI 30 70 100 50 10 5 85
MONTANA 50 50 100 50 17 17 67
NEBRASKA 36 57 100 86 0 0 100
NEW HAMPSHIRE 38 63 75 50 0 0 100
NEW JERSEY 40 60 93 47 0 33 67
NEW MEX1CO 63 38 88 50 13 0 88
NEW YORK 28 71 91 47 10 19 71
NORTH CAROL INA] 39 61 100 39 0 11 89
NORTH DAKOTA 75 25 88 63 0 13 88
OHI0 21 79 95 48 2 14 83
OKLAHOMA 69 31 100 77 0 0 100
OREGON 27 73 100 46 9 27 64
PENNSYLVANIA 26 74 97 38 0 21 49
PUERTO RICO 50 50 100 50 0 0 100
RHODE TSLAND - 29 71 100 29 0 29 71
SOUTH CAROL INA 31 69 81 13 0 0 100
SOUTH DAKOTA 60 40 100 80 0 10 90
TENNESSEE 32 68 90 42 0 5 95
TEXAS 45 55 93 45 0 2 93
UTAH 50 50 100 83 0 0 100
VERMONT 50 50 100 13 25 13 63
VIRGINIA 47 53 87 33 0 0 100
WASH INGTON 31 62 100 85 0 0 100
WEST VIRGINIA 64 36 100 64 0 7 86
WISCONS IN 33 67 92 79 0 8 92
UNITED STATES 367 1 64% 93% 482 4% 9% 87%
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TABLE 3. FULL-TIME UNDERGRADUATE ENROLLMENT AND PER CENT OF UNDERGRADUATES
PREPARING TO BE TEACHER.

% of Undergrads.
Full-Time Undergraduate Enrollment Preparing to be
Teachers
0- [500-1,000-3,000-}5,000-10,000415,000-20,000-30,000- } 0- |26~ 51~|76-
499999 (2,999 14,999 19,999 [14,999 (19,999 129,999 | above | 25%{50%.75%]|100%
ALABAMA 6%l 127 53% 6%z | 12% 6% 6% 0% 0% | 24714171247 6%
ALASKA 50| 0, 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 530 50 : 0 0
ARIZONA 50| 0; O 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 150 '50 0
ARKANSAS 01201 50 | 10 20 0 0 0 0 10 160 ;30 0
CALIFORNIA 8 |18 | 42 5 16 5 3 0 0 68 (18 ;11 0
COLORADO 0118 36 | 18 | . 9 9 0 9 0 46 (36 | 9 9
CONNECT I CUT 18| 9] 18 | 46 0 9 0 0 0 Ja46 | 9 118 | 27
DIST. OF COL. 17 133§ 17 17 0 17 0 0 0 83 {03 0] 17
: FLORIDA 8 |15 46 8 15 -8 0 0 0 23 {46 415 | 15
? GEORGIA 6 129 47 12 6 0 0 0 0 41 118 {29 | 12
f | DAHO 0133 33 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 {67 33 0
ILLINOIS 20 128 | 28 10 8 3 3 3 0 10 {43 {118 | 10
IND | ANA 29 119 | 35 8 4 4 8 0 0 23 {42 §23 1 12
| OWA 4 1461 35 0 4 8 4 0 0 15 142 135 8
KANSAS 0 | 67 0 11 11 11 0 0 0 28 139 |33 0
KENTUCKY 13 | 20| 40 0 20 7 0 0 0 7 147 127 | 20
LOUISI1ANA 71 71 21 21 | 36 7 0 0 0 29 |64 | O 7
MAINE 40 1 301 _20 G 10 0 0 0 0 50 ] 0Of O] 50
MARYLAND 191561 13 6 0 0 0 ) 0 50 131 1 0] 19
MASSACHUSETTS 21 1271 30 6 6 0 0 0 33 j21 112 | 30
MICHIGAN 10 120} 40 5 10 10 0 10 5 20 150 130 0
MINNESOTA 51251 50 10 10 0 0 0 0 15 140 }25 | 20
MISSISSIPP! 0136] 18 27 18 0 0 0 0 18 118 |55 9
MISSOURI 151351 15 5 30 0 0 0 0 20 }35 130 | 15
MONTANA 17150 o | 172 | 17 0 0 0 o_]17 133 |17 | 33
NEBRASKA 14 1211 36 1 21 0 0 7 0 0 21 |36 |21 | 21
NEW HAMPSHIRE 38 1131 38 0 13 | 0 0 0 0 125125 113 | 38
NEW JERSEY 13 | 27 7 53 0 0 0 0 0 40_113 113 ] 33
NEW MEX1CO j13l 0! 38 | 13 1 13 | 25 0 0 0_1 38 125 |38 0
NEW_YORK 121151 29 | 22 14 5 2 0 0 50 121 g21 | 5
NORTH CAROL INA 0l291 50 | 18 4 0 0 0 0. 118 |57 J11 | 11
NORTH DAKOTA 131381 25 1 13 13 0 0 0 0 123 138 | 01 50
OHIO ol21! 53 5 10 5 5 0 5 33 141 121 2
OKLAHOMA 01151 39 15 | 15 15 0 0 0 23 131 1311 15
OREGON 18 118 | 46 9 9 0 0 0 0 18 146 |18 9
PENNSYLVANIA 7123 ] 46 15 7 2 0 2 0O | 46 123 |12 | 18
PUERTO RICO 0l 0 01100 0 0 0 0 0 0_150 1 0 1_50
RHODE 1 SLAND 0l20] 43 1. 14 14 0 0 0 0 57 129 114 0
SOUTH CAROLINALI 251311 19 13 13 0 0 0 0 31 {13 }44 1 13
SOUTH DAKOTA 101301 40 20 0 0 0 0 0 .1 10 130 140 ] 20
TENNESSEE 51321 37 0 16 5 5 0 0 26 147 121 5
TEXAS 01311 24 14 14 | 12 0 2 0 29 124 138 1 10
11 UTAH 0117 | 17 0 33 17 0 17 0 50 150 1 0 0
| VERMONT 13 | 50 ] 25 13 0 0__ 0 0 ~ 0 150} 01}]25] 13
1| VIRGINIA 01401 33 20 7 0 0 0 -0 | 33 j27 J13 | 27
.| WASHINGTON 81 81 54 8 8 8 0 8 0 | 31 }54 15 0
il WEST VIRGINIA 0114 57 14 7 7 0 0 0 _| 14 150 |29 7
il  WISCONSIN 131 25] 25 17 17 0 0 4 0 | 21 146 |29 4
UNITED STATES 104.26% 34%1 12%1 117% 4 1% 1% 1 0z | 32%|34%121%} 13%

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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this table shows that for the entire United States, 107 of the respondents
have total full-time undergraduate enrollments of less than 500 students,
26% have full-time undergraduate enrollments of between 500 and 999 stu-
dents, etc. It must be remembered when viewing this part of table 3 that
these figures represent only the full-time undergraduate enrollments and
not the total enrollments.

Table 3 also shows that, for the entire United States, 327 of the
responding institutions have up to 25% of their undergraduates preparing
to be teachers; 34% of the institutions have between 267 and 507 of theilr
undergraduates preparing to be teachers; 21% of the institutions have from
51% to 75% of their undergraduates preparing to be teachers; and 13% of
the institutions have from 76% to 100%Z of theilr undergraduates preparing
to be teachers.

Administration of the Student Teaching Programs. Questions 8 through
26 on the questionnaire dealt with the administrative aspects of student
teaching. This section of the final report presents the results of this
portion of the questionnaire.

Table 4 deals with the title of the person in charge of the student
teaching program and the number of years this person has been in that
position. This table shows that 38% of the responding institutions have
a Director of Student Teaching. It also shows that at 28% of the schools
the Head of the Department of Education administers the student teacher
program. At 4% of the institutions the student teaching ‘program is admin-
istered by a Coordinator of Laboratory Experiences, while at 3% of the
institutions this task is performed by the Dean of the College of Education.
At 27% of the institutions the person who administers the student teaching
program has some 'other" title. Approximately 90 other titles were
reported, the most frequent of these being, in order, Director of Teacher
Education, Coordinator of Student Teaching, Director of Elementary and
Secondary Education, Director of Professional Laboratory Experiences,
Director of Teacher Training, Chairman of the Division of Education, and
Coordinator of Student Teaching and Placement. Though not mentioned
frequently, some of the more unusual' titles for a person administering
the student teaching program included Dean of the Graduate School,
Coordinator of Clinical Experiences, Chairman of the Department of
Curriculum and Instruction, Director of Student Personnel in Teacher Edu-
cation, Assoclate Dean for Education Program, Director of Student Teach-
ing~Placement and Follow Up, Assistant Dean of the College of Arts and
Sciences, Coordinator of Teacher Institutes, Dean of Men, Dean of
Instruction, and Director of the Office of Clinical Experiences for
Teachers.

Table 4 also shows that, at 17% of the responding institutions, the
person administering the student teaching program was in his or her first
year in that position. At 167 of the schoolsthis persen had been in that
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TABLE 4. TITLE OF PERSON IN CHARGE OF STUDENT TEACHING PROGRAM AND YEARS
IN THAT POSITION.
Title of Person in
Charge of Student Number of Years in Position
Tearhing Pr
1 2 [ 3 4 5 O-1 1 1=21 3-4 ] 5-10 | 11-15] 16-20| 20+
ALABAMA 417 | 35% | 12% | OZ| 12% | 18% | 24% | 24% | 29% 6% 0% 0%
ALASKA 01l 0] o | O [100 [100 0 0 0 0 0 0
AR1ZONA 50 | 01 o | 0[50 0 0 100 0 0 0 0
ARKANSAS 40 |20 c [20 | 20 10 20 10 40 10 10 0
CALIFORNIA 18 | 34 5 3 | 40 16 18 11 37 16 3 0 -
COLORADO 27 |18 |18 0 | 36 27 9 27 36 0 0 0
CONNECT ICUT 18 9 0 9 | 64 9 18 18 46 0 0 9
DIST. OF cOL., ||50 |17 0 0 | 33 33 0 17 17 17 17 0
FLORIDA 46 |23 0 0 [ 31 39 8 31 23 0 0 o
GEORG I1A 41 |24 |12 6 | 12 12 12 29 35 6 6 0
I DAHO 33 0] o 0| 67 0 0 33 0 67 0 0
ILLINOIS 45 |33 3 3 | 15 15 13 23 40 0 5 3
INDIANA 46 |27 o | o | 27 12 0 23 39 8 15 4
OWA 31 |50 | 4 o | 15 15 15 | 15 35 12 8 0
KANSAS 28 |50 ] o o | 22 17 28 29 11 11 6 6
KENTUCKY 53 |13 o | o] 33 20 | 27 27 13 7 0 7
LOUISTANA 64 0] o o | 36 21 21 16 14 0 0 7
MAINE 70 10 0]l ol 20 20 0 10 30 30 0 10
MARYLAND 25 |31 6 0_| 38 12 19 9 6 38 0 6
MASSACHUSETTS [139 | 30 6 3 121 6 21, 36 12 6 15 3
MICHIGAN 45 135 0 0 | 20 20 | 10 40 5 5 10 5
M1NNESOTA 50 |25 | 0 0 | 25 15 10 25 25 15 5 0
MISSISSIPPI 64 9 9 0 | 18 9 18 36 27 9 0 0
MISSOURI 30 |25 0 0 | 35 30 10 15 20 5 5 10
MONTANA 50 | 33 0 |17 0 17 17 17 50 0 0 0
NEBRASKA 43 |36 7 0| 14 14 | 29 21 29 7 0 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 1138 |20 | 0 | O | 38 13 13 13 25 13 0 25
NEW JERSEY 47 127 0 0 | 27 70 7 13 | 40 13 7 0
NEW MEX1CO 75 113 0 0| 13 | 75 13 0 13 0 0 0
NEW YORK 26 | 22 9 2 | 41 21 19 23 17 7 5 7
NORTH CAROLINA[I32 | 39 0| 4 | 25 25 7 29 21 7 7 4
NORTH DAKOTA 75 113 0 0o | 13 13 25 38 13 13 0 0
OH10 38 | 36 o] 7119 12 17 11 38 11 0 2
OKLAHOMA 62 |15 0 0| 23 8 31 23 31 8 0 0
OREGON 46 | 27 0 9 | 18 0 18 9 46 27 ) 0
PENNSYLVANTA 35 |43 0 0] 23 13 12 20 23 18 10 2
PUERTO RICO 50 10 0 0 | 50 50 0 0 50 0 0 0
RHODE ISLAND (114 143 0 14 | 29 29 0 29 29 0 14 0
SOUTH CAROLINA|] 6 | 25 0 |25 | 44 0 25 19 50 6 0 0
SOUTH DAKOTA 6C | 40 0 0 0 20 | 10 10 40 20 0 0
TENNESSEE 53 | 26 5 0| 16 0 21, 26 32 11 5 5
TEXAS 45 | 14 5 0] 31 14 19 26 26 7 0 0
UTAH 7 0 |17 0| 67 33 0 33 17 0 17 0
VERMONT 38 |13 0 0] 50 13 0 38 38 13 0 0
VIRGINIA 33 | 27 7 7 ] 27 20 20 13 27 13 7 0
WASHINGTON 46 | 15 8 | 81 23 1 15 | 31 | 15 | 15 23 | 0 0
WEST VIRGINIA|I36 |21 | 7 | 0| 29 | 21 | 7 21 | 29 | O 7 0
W1SCONSIN 38 | 38 0 0| 25 21 25 8 21 8 13 b
UNITED STATES V1387 | 28%| 44| 3% 27%| L7%a| I16% | 22| 26% 107 5% | . 3%

* 1, Director of Student Teaching
Head, Education Department

2.
3. Coordinator of Laboratory Experiences
4. Dean, College of Education

5. other title

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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position for 1-2 years, at 22% of the schools for 3-4 years, at 267% of the
schools for 5-10 years, at 10% of the schools for 11-15 years, at 5% of
the schools for 16-20 years, and at 3% of the schools for 20 or more years.

Table 5 shows the per cent of time that the person who administers
the student teaching program actually spends in this task (as opposed to
supervising student teachers, teaching classes, other administrative duties,
etc.). The table shows that, for the entire United States, at 22% of the
institutions the person who administers. the student teaching program
devotes from 17 to 10% of his or her total time to administering the pro-~
gram; at 287% of the institutions from 117 to 25%; at 24% of the institutions
from 267 to 50%; at 10% of the institutions from 517 to 75%, at 7% of the
institutions from 76% to 90%; and at 7% of the institutions from 91% to
100Z. ©Like all of the tables in this section, table 5 also shows the
game information for each state and territory.

Table 6 shows the extent to which elementary student teaching is
done on campus or off campus; the extent to which elementary student
teaching is done on a full-time or part-time basis; and the mean number of
quarter credit hours or semester credit hours awarded for elementary
student teaching. This table shows that, for the entire United States,
at 5% of the institutions elementary student teaching is done primarily
on campus while at 82% of the institutions, elementary student teaching is
done primarily off campus. (The remaining 137 of the institutions left
this item blank. Presumably, most of these institutions do not have an
elementary program.) '

Table 6 also shows that, for the entire United States, 65% of the
institutions have predominently full-time elementary student teaching
while 227 have predominently part-time elementary student teaching.

Table 6 also indicates that, for those institutions throughout the
United States on a quarter system, a mean of 13.78 quarter credits are
awarded for elementary student teaching. Likewise, for institutions
throughout the United States on a semester system, a mean of 7.97 semester
credits are awarded for elementary student teaching.

Table 7 indicates the length of elementary student teaching assignments.,
This table shows that the mean length of the elementary student teaching
asgignment for the entire United States is 12.02 weeks. Table 7 also shows
that, for the entire United States, at 1% of the institutions, elementary
majors student teach one day per week; at 1% of the institutions, they student
teach two days per week; at 1% of the institutions, three days per week; at
2% of the institutions, four days per week; and at 837 of the institutions,
five days per week., (The other 12% of the responding institutions left this
item blank and presumably have no elementary student teaching program.)

This table also shows that at 1% of the institutions, elementary
student teachers devote one hour per day to student teaching; at 2%, two
hours per day; at 11%, three hours; at 7% four hours; at 13%, five hours;
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TABLE 5. PER CENT OF TOTAL TIME ACTUALLY DEVOTED TO ADMINISTERING THE
STUDENT TEACHING PROGRAM.

1-10% | 11-25% | 26-50% | 51-75% | 76-90% | 91-100%
ALABAMA 67 | 3s% | 357 | 127 | 6% 67
ALASKA 1 100 0 0 0 0 0
AR1ZONA 0 0 50 0 50 0
ARKANSAS 30 20 40 0 0 10
CALIFORNIA 40 18 21 11 3 3
COLORADO 27 | 18 9 18 9 18
CONNECT | CUT 18 18 27 9 0 18
DIST. OF COL. 33 17 33 0 0 17
FLORIDA 8 39 23 15 8 8 _
GEORGIA 12 41 41 6 0 0
I DAHO 0 0 67 _ 0 0 0
ILLINOTS 18 25 33 5 8 8 _
IND 1 ANA 23 23 23 A 15 12
1OWA 23 31 23 12 12 0
KANSAS 33| 39 11 0__ 11 6
KENTUCKY 7| 20 33 27 7 7__
LOU I SIANA 21 36 29 0 7 7
MAINE 10 40 30 0 10 0
MARYLAND 31 19 19 19 13 0 _
MASSACHUSETTS 18 33 15 3 15 9
MICHIGAN 20 35 15 5 5 15
MINNESOTA 30 5 40 5 10 5
MISSISSIPPI 9 27 27 0 27 9
M1SSOURI 25 35 10 10 __10_ 5
MONTANA 17 33 0 | 17 33 0
NEBRASKA 21 29 29 21 0 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 13 38 13 25 0 13
NEW JERSEY 20 13 7 20 11 27
NEW MEXICO 0 38 38 0 26 0
NEW YORK 1 14 21 26 12 3 21
NORTH CAROLINA 21 36 29 11 4 0
NORTH DAKOTA 13 13 37 13 0 25
OHIO 38 19 14 10 2 14
OKLAHOMA 39 15 23 23 0 0
OREGON 18 27 27 9 9 9
PENNSYLVANIA 21 33 18 9 4 7
PUERTO RICO 0 0 50 0 0 50
RHODE |1SLAND 0 57 29 | o 14 0
SOUTH CAROLINA 31 25 25 19 0 0
SOUTH DAKOTA 30 30 30 10 0 0
TENNESSEE 26 26 26 11 5 5
TEXAS __ 19 41 24 5 7 0
UTAH 0 33 33 33 0 0
VERMONT 25 50 0 0 0 13
VIRGINIA 47 13 20 | 13 7 0
WASHINGTON 23 | 31 15 15 0 15
WEST VIRGINIA 7 14 29 14 14 7
W1SCONSIN 29 29 29 8 4 0
UNITED STATES 22721 _28% 247, 10y 7% 7%
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TABLE 6. ELEMENTARY STUDENT TEACHING:

NUMBER OF CREDITS.

WHERE DONE, FULL-OR PART-TIME, AFD

Full- or Mean No.
Where Done Part- Time of Credits
On Off Full- Part- Quarter Semester

Campus | Campus Time _Time Hours Hours
ALABAMA 12% 82% 71% _24% 14.50 6.50
ALASKA ] 0 100 50 50 0.00_ 5.50
ARIZONA 0 100 100 0 0.00 7.00
ARKANSAS 0_ 100 80 20 0.00 8.22
CALIFORNIA 3 79 34 47 12.33 7.30
COLORADO 0 82 64 18 15,25 8,20
CONNECT ICUT 18 55 73 9 0,00 7.78
DIST. OF COL., 33 50 83 0_ 0,00 8.00
FLORIDA . 0 85 92 0 213,17 9.50
GEORGIA 0 100 94 6 13.50 7.00
| DAHO 0 100 100 0 0.00 7.00
ILLINOIS 5 90 63 33 13,00 6.50
INDIANA 8 81 713 12 _13,25 8.68
| OWA 0 __ 89 69 19 - 9,33 7.11
KANSAS 6 89 83 11 0.00 7.06
KENTUCKY 13 _80 73 20 12.00 8.46
LOUiSI1ANA 14 86 50 50 0.00 8.79
MAINE - 10 40 40 10 0.00 10.00
MARYLAND 6 88 76 19 0.00 9.00
MASSACHUSETTS _18 79 70 24 10.00 8.77
MICHIGAN 10 85 50 45 13.33 7.13
MINNESOTA 10__ 70 80 "5 12,57 _8.50
MISSISSIPPI 9 9 73 27 _10.50 6.00
MISSOURI 5 85 15 1 40 0,00 7.00
MONTANA 0 100 83 17 14,00 8.33
NEBRASKA 7. 93 43 -1 0.00 12,57
NEW HAMPSHIRE 13 15 88 0 0.00 9.14
NEW JERSEY 0 _67 60 7 0.00 6.80
NEW MEXICO _ 13 88 50 38 15.00 6.14
NEW YORK 2 71 55 17 15.00 9.92
NORTH CAROL INAY 4 82 86 0 15,00 6,43
NORTH DAKOTA 0 88 15 13 16,00 1.25
OHI0 0 83 57 24 13,09 10,28
OKLAHOMA 0 100 .85 19 0,90 8,38
OREGON 9 46 46 9 15,00 9,67
PENNSYLVANIA 2 72 64 10 0,00 9,07
PUERTO RICO 0. 100 S50 50 0.00 2,00
RHODE |1SLAND - 0 71 43 29 0.00 11,00
SOUTH CAROL INA 0 9% 81 13 0,00 6,13
SOUTH DAKOTA 0 90 90 _ 0 0,00 1,22
TENNESSEE 0_ 84 68 21 14.50 1.31
TEXAS i 86 52 41 0,00 9.95
UTAH 0 100 67 233 3,00 _1 9,00
VERMONT 0 75 63 13 0,00 6.50
VIRGINIA 0 100 67 . 33 ..0.00 6.53
WASHINGTON 0. i 92 17 15 14.25 _8.88
WEST VIRGINIA | 0§ 93 71 21 _0.00 6.33
WISCONSIN 8 88 71 25 15.00 8.48
UNITED STATES - 82% 65% 222 13,78 7.97
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. TABLE 7. LENGTH OF ELEMENTARY STUDENT TEACHINU ASSIGNMENT.
3;
Mean Mean
Length Days Per Week Hours Per Day Total
,‘ in Clock
e Weeks 1|2 {3}] 4| 5 1 |2 13]14]5]| 6|7 ]| 8 | Hours
|| ALABAMA 10.88 | 0% 0% 0%] 04 95% | 6% | 0% [12%]| 6%| 0%{29% [35%| 6% | 287
| ALASKA 9.00 | 0 |0 |0 000 | o |o o] 0]50(50 jO 190 | 250
; AR1ZONA 9.00 |00 |0ojopoo [ o o Jojo} o]0 |50150 | 318
: ARKANSAS 12,00 |0 {0 {0 | 0RO o lo lto {20 {10 {10 20 { O | 310
g CALIFORNIA 15.27 | 0 [0 |3 [8]68 | 3 18 W6 13 [13 |3 |3 | 290
] COLORADO 10.67 o o |o|lol82 | o lo lo]oi36(18 {0109 | 274
; CONNECT |CUT 11.44 19 |0 |0 ]0]73 o lolo]olols5 9]0 | 264
; DIST. OF COL. 12.20 | o o jo | o}83 o lo o f17 {33 |17 p7 | O | 335
! FLORIDA 10.17 [0 |0 [0 jo0]92 o Jo |o | olf1s |31 |31 |15 | 324
| GEORGIA 10.12 | o | o jo | opoo o |o Jo|ojf 6 |41 |29 |24 339
{1 1DAHO 9,67 | 0 |0 [0 | OO0 o lo |olo]o1le63 33 |0 ]| 305
| JLLINOIS 12.21 [ 3 |0 |8 | 3]83 o |3 l20 | 8 {13 |28 J15 |10 | 280
|1 _INDIANA 10.74 | 0 |0 |0 | 0]89 o lo 18 o4 la2 |12 ]23 | 303
L. 1OWA 9,65 | 0 |0 {o ! o0]89 o o s &l a4 31 j12 123 | 267
; KANSAS 9,47 | 0 |o {0 |o]o o 1o |6l 6111 |56 |17 | 0 | 262
| KENTUCKY 12.29 {0 |o |o]o]93 o 1o N3 [13 |13 |40 |13 | O | 2%
? LOUIS IANA 16,93 [0 |0 |0 | 000 o Jo f290 |14 | 7 43 |7 ] 0 | 380
{1 MAINE 11.60 | 0 |0 |0 J10]40 o o o] of20]30 jojo |} 312
1, MARYLAND 10,67 1 0 |0 jo | 6]88 0 Jo 161 o031 [25 [19 |13 | 285
|~ MASSACHUSETTS 14,69 | 3 |3 |3 |12]73 0 19 I3 3|24 (46 [ 6| 3 | 25
MICHIGAN 13,79 | 0 O {0 | 0]95 o |o fs0 ! 020 |35 | 0] O | 296
MINNESOTA 10,47 | 0 |0 |0 ] O]}85 o lo lol1s {15 |35 110 110 | 298
| | MISSISSIPPI 10.82 | 0 |9 lojo}| 9 o lo 118 | of18 |27 |18 | 9 | 250
I MISSOURI 13.44 | 0 |5 |0 f10}75 o |5 l25 1101 o135 | 5 |10 | 262
| " MONTANA 10.67 | 0 |0 o | 000 o lololi7lojss o] o | 293
NEBRASKA 15.29 | 0 10 |0 | 0f00 0o lo 291361 0129 o] 7 | 322
|, NEW _HAMPSHIRE 15.29 1 0 JO |Oo jolos o J]oJo] ols0]25 [13 ] 0 | 424
| NEW JERSEY 8.50 ] 0 [0 [0 ] O]67 7 JoJoJlof20 ]33 |7 ]0 | 222
. NEW MEXICO 10,63 | 0 |0 |O | OROO 0 13 25 | 0|25 |25 | 0 113 | 226
g NEW YORK 15,29 | 2 |0 [0 | 2167 0101915121126 |]9]3 | 368
! NORTH_CAROL INA 8.38 | 0 {0 [0 | O0f8é6 o100 071l [39 |21 |14 | 264
! NORTH DAKOTA 10,57 0 JjO |O | O]88 olol13 1l ol25 |13 |13 }25 267
| OHIO 11,68 ] 0 ]0 10 {081 o lol1a {71 7133 17 )12 | 286
. OKLAHOMA 10,00 ] 0o 1o 10 | 01000 ololelsl s a6 131 | 8 | 304
g OREGON 13.67 _|. o 1o o | 0]55 ololojolis |38 101 9 | 351
: PENNSYLVANIA _ 12.80 | 0 1o 10 (2172} ol2l ol 315 143 1725 1 356
: PUERTO RICO _17.00 ] o lo lo | o0foo ololsolso]l ol otol O] 315
i RHODE ISLAND_ 17.80 1 0 | o [0 li4 |57 olol ol ol1s 129 29| 0 | 488
% SOUTH_CAROLINA 7.80 1 0o 1o 16 | 0j8s 6lolol ol 6]5625] 0 207
| SOUTH DAKOTA _ 7.78 1 o 1o 1o | o0}90 ololololj2o0 {40 |10 120 1 239
s TENNESSEE 10.12 1 0 1o o | 5]84 0. loJua 1515126 142 | 0 | 281
i TEXAS 12,00 | o Jo 1o ] 0]93 ol ol19 1171 7 {24 |17 110 | 277
: UTAH 13,83 | 0 |0 |0 J17]83 0lolol33]| of17 |33 |17 | 358
VERMONT 1] 8.83 | o |0 (0]0]75 0 113 1 013 [13 |25 |13 | O | 245
VIRGINIA 11 12.60 | 0 |7 |0 0|93 ] of20] 2 0]13 ]33 |27 ) 0 | 257
WASH INGTON 11.75 | 0 |0 Jo | 2]92 ol of15] 031 |23 J15] 8 | 303
WEST VIRGINIA 11.15 | 0 10 {0 | 0]93 01 o0 l14 | 7 (14 [36 |21 | O | 262
WISCONSIN 12.87 0 [0 |4a)o92 ol 413 ] 8] 8117 J25 |21 | 321
' | UNITED STATES V| 12.02 | 1%| 1% | 1%| 2% 83%| 14| 2%[11%] 7%]13%]324{14% 87| 297

12

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

im{lc

e T T I T A e P



-

P 8 GRS AP T T T T R N A A S R AT R T PO TR AR e RN,
SRR ¢ i ST ORI S T R

at 322, six hours; at 14%, seven hours and at 8%, eight hours. Lastly,
table 7 indicates that, for the entire United States, the mean total
number of clock hours spent in elementary student teaching fs 297 hours.
It should be noted that this figure represents the total clock hours spent
in the entire student teaching assignment and not just the total hours
spent in actually teaching the class.

Table 8 deals with secondary student teaching. This table shows,
for instance, that 2% of the institutions in the United States have most
of their secondary majors student teach on campus while 89% of the institu-
tions have most of their secondary majors student teach off campus. Eight
per cent of the respondents left this item blank probably because they
have no secondary student teaching program. Table 8 also shows that at
60% of the institutions, secondary student teachers do full-time student
teaching and at 31% of the institutions, secondary student teachers do
part-time gtudent teaching. Nine per cent of the respondents left this
item blank. This table also shows that the mean number of quarter credits
avarded for secondary student teaching by institutions on the quarter
system 18 13.18 credits. Likewise, the mean number of semester credits
awarded for secondary student teaching by institutions on the semester
plan is 7.20.

Table 9 indicates the length of secondary student teaching assigmments.
This .table shows that the mean length of secondary student teaching assign-
ments in the United States is 11.88 weeks. Table 9 indicates that at 1%
of the institutions in the entire country, secondary majors student teach
one day per week; at 12 of the institutions, two days per week; at 1%,
three days per week; at 1%, four days per week; and at 89% of the institu-
tions, five days per week. This same table shows that at 1% of the
institutions, secondary student teachers devote one hour per day to student
teaching; at 5%, two hours per day; at 172, three hours per day; at 8%,
four hours per day; at 12%, five hours per day; at 28%, six hours per day;
at 13%, seven hours per day; and at 7%, eight hours per day. Lastly, table
9 indicates thai the mean total clock hours devoted to secondary student
teaching 1s 266 hours for the entire United States.

Table 10 showa the type of school in which student teachers are
placed. For the entire United States, this table shows that 62X of the
responding institutions place student teachers in pubiic schools only;

2% place student teachers in private schools only; 30% place some student
teachers in public schools and some in private schools; 1% place student
teachers in the campus laboratory school only; and 5% checked the “other"
category on this item. Almost all of the institutions that checked the
"othexr" category indicated that they place some student teachers in the
campus laboratory school and some in public' schools.
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TABLE 8. SECONDARY STUDENT TEACHING: WHERE DONE, FULL- OR PART-TIME, AND :
NUMBER OF CREDITS. i
Fulle or Mean No. !
x Where Done Part— Time of Credits '
% On Ooff Full- | Part—= | Quarter Semester
. Campus Campus Time Time Credits Credits
| ALABAMA 0% 95% 71% 24, 14.50 16.91
ALASKA 0 100 50 50 0.00 7.00
| AR1ZONA 0 100 100 0 0.00 7.00
“ ARKANSAS 0 100 80 20 0.00 7.33
CALIFORNIA 0 87 _16 71 _ 10.50 6.09
| COLORADO 0 91 55 36 15,20 7.20
f - CONNECTICUT 0 82 64 27 0,00 6.25
j DiST. OF COL. 17 50 67 0 0.00 8.25
) FLORIDA 0 85 92 0 13.17 9.60
i GEORGIA 0 100 9 6 13.50 7.00
: IDAHO 0 100 67 33 0.00 7.00
y ILLINOIS 3 75 50 28 13.60 6.24
? IND IANA 8 85 62 27 12.75 7.05
% |OWA 0 96 62 35 9.33 7.27
g KANSAS 6 89 72 22 0.00 6.59
2 KENTUCKY 13 80 60 33 12.00 8.08
¥ LOU T STANA 0 100 21 79 0.00 7.36
i MATNE 0 70 60 10 0.00 7.43
3 MARYLAND 0 100 88 13 _ 0.00 7.25
' MASSACHUSETTS 6 85 67 21 10.00 8,03
MICHIGAN 0 100 40 60 13.33 7.13
MINNESOTA 5 75 75 10 _15.00 7.42
, MISSISSIPPI 0 100 73 | 27 10.50 6.00
g MISSOURI 0 85 40 45 0.00 6.24
3 MONTANA 0 100 67 33 11.33 6.67
g NEBRASKA 0 100 50 50 8.00 9.00
NEW_HAMPSH: { RE 0 88 88 0 0.00 9.00
NEW JERSEY 0 100 88 0 0.00 6.80
NEW MEX1CO 25 75 63 38 13.00 7.71
NEW YORK 0 83 47 36 15.00 6.96
NORTH CAROL INA 4 96 100 0 | _15.00 6.48
NORTH DAKOTA 0 100 88 13 ;i 15.00 7.75
OHIO 0 98 43 52 11.00 7.39
OKLAHOMA 0_ 100 85 15 0.00 8.31
OREGON 0 73 46 27 13.75 7.50
PENNSYLVAN A 0 95 69 25 9,00 7.84
PUERTO RICO 0 100 50 50 0.00 5.00
RHODE ISLAND 0 100 71 29 0.00 10.14
SOUTH CAROLINA 6 94 75 25 0.00 6.00
SOUTH DAKOTA 0 100 100 0 0.00 7.30
TENNESSEE 0 90 74 21 14.50 7.07
TEXAS 5 88 41 52 0.00 6.00
| UTAH 0 100 67 33 12.00 7.10
: VERMONT 0 63 50 13 0.00 ~5.20
{ VIRGINIA 0 100 47 53 .| 0.00 6.53
| WASHINGTON 0 85 62 23 14.25 8.71
| WEST VIiRGINIA 0 93 79 14 0.00 6.33
i WISCONSIN 0 100 50 50 10.00 7.23
' UNITED STATES _ 2% 89% 607 317 13.18 7.20
| ' 14 g




TABLE 9. LENGTH OF SECONDARY STUDENT TEACHING ASSIGNMENT. |

Mean : Mean g

Length Days Per Week Hours Per Day Total |
in Clock
Weeks 1 123 }41 5 1|2} 31 4] 5] 6} 7] 8 | Hours
ALABAMA 10.81 0 6%| 0% 12%} 6%} 071 297} 35Z] 6%Z | 253
ALASKA 9.00 02__81._81_ 0 100 0{0}] 0] 0[50]50] 0] O 250
ARIZONA 9,00 01j0j]0j]jopoo 0jJ]O0) O} 0} O] O]50150 338
ARKANSAS 11,20 0 O] O joOjioo 0]o01l101}10 1012020 ; O 278
CALIFORNIA 17.34 0 [0 |3 [3]79] s 3al29 11| 3] 3]ofo | 218
COLORADO 11,60 0 lolololoa] ofol2z]o]27] 9] o]18 | 250
CONNECT ICUT 14,00 | 9 10 jO0 j|O¢}82 9 191 0] 01 9151910 219
DIST. OF COL. 12,25 O |0 {0 }10]6e67 0 10} 0117 1331171 01 0 | 328
FLORIDA 10.17 _010}10}0}92 ¢ l]oj o1 O]]25 )31 31 115 324
GEORGIA __10.12 0 |0 ]lo 10po00 010 O} O 6147 [24 (24 336
: IDAHO 9,67 |1 O |0 |0 jopnoo 0 10J3310}] 03313310 248
ILLINOIS 10,74 3 j01!3 10173 0lo} 815} 8125 )13 | 8 265
ING 1 ANA 1 10,04 0 |0 ]O J0}92 0 Joji19 | 41 81351 8 119 262
10WA . 9.8 | o ]lo 1o joloe} O 10127 | 81 4127 |12 |19 239
KANSAS ' 9,88 | 0 |0 ;0 jO}94 0 | 6111 | 6 J11 j44 |17 1 O 244
KENTUCKY 13.43 | o0 o o 10]93 0 1027 113} 71331131 0 296
LOUISIANA 17.07 0 jJO0 10 }joHo0 0joij7nri22j0}]7j0}]0 268
MAINE 9.29 0 jo01}o #’;0 60 O Jjol o} 0}J10 (40201 O | -263
MARYLAND 8.63 | 0 0o jo J6l9%} o0 ]O0| 61 07}131)31 19 113 233

MASSACHUSETTS 13.20 3 1310 161]76 ol6lélo 146 1 6 | 3 233
MICHIGAN .14 .05 0 Jo JojJopoo} o lojss | si20f30] 0 o0 | 29
MINNESOTA 10.65 0 JoJojols5] o foy50 20)10]301]15] 3 292
MISSISSIPPI 10.82 0 1910 0191-] o0 19 18 1 01318 127 118 1 9 250
MISSOURI 13.12 0|5 ]010618 ] o0 1oj4s0]s]ol30]5s515 | 239
MONTANA - 9,67 0 foJotopoo] o fofsafofojer|ofo | 227
NEBRASKA 19.43 0|0 JOo 7193} o }7z1I36 [14]0j291 0] 7 263
NEW HAMPSHIRE 16.14 6 lo losolasl o lo]ofolfs0f25]13 ] o | 450
NEW JERSEY 8.87 7 [0 10193} O 0 J]7]o01i27160)J 7] 01} O 240
NEW MEX!ICO 1 12,75 113 |0 jJO G188 1 13 I25s 125 1 01131131 0 J13 203
NEW YORK 11.56 |. 0 |0 {0 | 2]81 0 lol2s 191171221713 246
NORTH CAROL INAY 8.43 0 ]1]0 o jopoo 0 . 010111 29 J18 | 268
NORTH DAKOTA 10.38 0 {0 [o fohool o 0 10]25 113 |13 |28 | 260
OHIO 12.80 0101}2]0j93 0 14 121 110 124 | 5 310 247
OKLAHOMA 10.31 0 |0 |0 jOROO 01018 1818139131 | 8 300
OREGON 13.75 | o jo jo jo}73) o |9 18 o) 9136} 010 | 291
PENNSYLVANIA 1.1 0 |0 J10(]2]93 0 1313 |16 12039 ] 8 1 5 305
PUERTO RICO 17.00 0 J]O |0 jOjOO 0 ]l01l50 50} 0jo}jo0;oO 315
RHODE 1SLAND 15.57 0 Jo jo jopoo 0 101]/0 10129129 29 |14 431
SOUTH CAROLINA 8.06 0 J0o |0 jopno0} 13 |6 0 |OJ13 )38 131 ] O 192
SOUTH DAKOTA ~7.80 0 10 O ;0poOO 0 10} 0 10 }10 150 j10 }20 235
TENNESSEE 10.83 0 {0 0 ]S5])90 0 Joj11 a6 ] 516 |42 | S 286
TEXAS 13.05 0 J]O O | O]93 0 10143 171 51019 }]10 110 265
UTAH 11.17 00 |0 |OjOO o 7 o 117z | ol17 |33 |17 305
‘ VERMONT 7.20 0|0 |O]O]63 0 n3 10 113 113 113 113 | O 195
g VIRGINIA 13.47 0 |7 [0]0[93| o ko 7 |ol13]13 (27 [0 [ 223
WASH INGTON 11.91 0 ]O0 |]O]O]}85 0 1015 1 7123123} 8] 8 289
WEST VIRGINIA 11.00 0 |]O |O |]O]93 0O 10114 | 0114 }43]21 | O 267
. WISCONSIN 13.54 0]0 |0 ]Ofl100 0 13 |25 13| 4 117 |17 |13 279
UNITED STATES 11,88 1%] 121 124§ 17 892 1% | 5%|17%| 87§ 127} 287|13%] 7% | 266
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TABLE 10. TYPE OF SCHOOL IN WHICH STUDENT TEACHERS ARE PLACED.

Public Private Public and Campue Lab,

Schools Schools Private Schools

Only Only Schools Only Others
ALABAMA 477 0% 297 0% 247,
ALASKA 100 0 0 0 0
ARIZONA 0 0 100 0 0
ARKANSAS 70 0 30 0 0
CALIFORNIA 74 3 16 0 5
COLORADO 55 0 46 0 0
CONNECT ICUT 55 0 27 0 18
DIST. OF COL. 33 0 67 0 0
FLORIDA 85 0 15 0 0
GEORG 1A 82 0 12 0 6
| DAHO 67 0 0 0 33
ILLINOIS 50 8 38 3 3
IND I ANA 54 4 42 0 0
| OWA 50 0 50 0 0
KANSAS 50 0 50 0 0
KENTUCKY 40 0 53 0 27
LOUISIANA 50 0 29 0 21
MA INE 50 0 50 0 1]
MARYLAND 50 6 31 0 13
MASSACHUSETTS 59 3 42 0 3
MICHIGAN 80 0 50 0 0
MINNESOTA 50 5 45 0 0
MISSISSIPPI . -36_ 0 55 0 9
MISSOURI 30 10 45 0 15
MONTANA 33 17 50 0 0
NEBRASKA 50 7 43 0 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 38 0 50 0 13
NEW JERSEY 93 0 7 0 0
NEW MEXICO 63 0 38 0 0
NEW YORK 67 3 22 0 7
NORTH CAROLINA 86 0 14 0 0
NORTH DAKOTA 25 0 75 0 0
OHIO 45 2 52 0 0
OKLAHOMA 77 0 23 0 0
OREGON 82 0 18 0 0
PENNSYLVANIA 80 0 16 0 3
PUERTO RICO 100 0 0 0 0
RHODE |SLAND - 71 0 29 0 0
SOUTH CAROLINA 81 0 13 0 6
SOUTH DAKOTA 70 0 30 0 0
TENNESSEE 68 5 21 0 5
TEXAS 74 0 26 0 0
UTAH 67 0 17 0 17
VERMONT 75 0 25 0 0
VIRGINIA 87 0 13 0 0
WASH | NGTON 69 0 31 0 0
WEST VIRGINIA 93 0 0 0 7
WISCONSIN 54 4 33 0 8
UNITED STATES 627 2% 30% 17 5%
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Table 11 deals with the admission requirements for student teaching.
This table shows that, for the entire country, 967 of the responding insti-
tutions include overall academic record as an admission requirement for
student teaching; 82% include record in major field; 77% include record
in professional education courses; 72% require a recommendation by adviser;
65% include some type of check on emotional stability; 607% include English
proficiency; 60% include a check on physical fitness; 577% check on speech
and voice; 547 check on personal-social-ethical fitness of the student;
297% check the students' hearing; 8% include extra-class activity; and 227
checked the "other" category on this item. There were approximately 90
different "other" requirements for admission to student teaching listed by
various institutions. Among the more frequently listed of these were:
recommendation by major department; record in minor field; recommendation
by Dean of Students; and personal interview. Some of the more unusual
requirements mentioned were: 100 clock hours of experience with youth;
battery of psychological tests interpreted by a psychiatrist; SCAT test
scores; appear before teacher selection committee; I.Q. test score; com-
pletion of 757 of course work in major; completion of non-credit audio~-
visual lab; membership in professional organization (SEA-NEA): MTAI score;
handwriting; general culture test; 50%Z-ile in Ohio Psychological Test; and
"no brushes with the law."

Table 12 indicates the per cent of applicants denied admission to
student teaching. This table shows that, for the entire United States,
7% of the institutions admit all applicants to student teaching; 247 deny
0-1% of the applicants to student teaching; 217 deny 1-2%Z of the applicants;
16% deny 3-4% of the applicants; 14% deny 5-6% of the applicants; 5% deny
7-8% of the applicants; 67 deny 9-10%2 of the applicants; and 52 deny more
than 102 of the applicants to student teaching. Many of the respondents
indicated that they felt a considerable number of students did not bother
to make formal application for student teaching knowing that they did not
meet the requirements. If this is the case, that would mean that a greater
number of students are being screened out ¢f teacher education programs at
the student teaching level than the figures in table 12 indicate.

Table 13 deals with summer student teaching programs. This table
showe that 70% of the responding institutions in the country do not conduct
summer student teaching programs. Table 13 also reveals that 57 of the
institutions conduct summer student teaching for their regular undergraduates
only; 12% conduct summer student teaching for experienced teachers only; and
8% conduct summer student teaching programs for both regular undergraduates
and experienced teachers. Table 13 further shows 5% of the responding
institutions indicated that they conducted other types of summer student
teaching programs. Of these, the most frequently mentioned were: for
graduate students only--experienced and inexperienced; special internship
programs; and for unusual problem students.
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TABLE 11, ADMISSION REQUIREMENTS FOR STUDENT TEACHING. )

L 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
ALABAMA 100% | 827 | 82%| 71%Z| 53% | 477 29%| 41% 35% | 24% ] 127 | 35%
ALASKA 100 | 50 [100 | 59 | 90 0 {100 0_| 50 03 0 0
AR 1 ZONA 100 {100 |100 &0 50 50 50 50 50 50 0 [100
ARKANSAS 100 | 100 80 90 60 80 60 50 [ 50 20 0 10
CALIFORNIA 95 82 76 76 16 92 90 76 76 53 13 40
COLORADO 91 | 100 |100 82 64 82 73 73 79 27 18 18
CONNECT I CUT 91 91 55 64 64 64 | 46 46 T 27 0 46
DIST. OF COL. 83 50 83 67 50 50 67 33 33 50 0 33
FLORIDA 100 85 85 62 | 62 39 54 46 | s 15 0 23 _
GEORGIA 94 82 82 88 65 59 65 47 59 35 12 6
| DAHO 100 67 | 100 67 67 67 | 33 67 67 67 0 33
ILLINOIS 95 73 75 78 48 40 58 33 35 13 5 23
INDIANA 100 85 77 73 | 54 54 50 54 54 27 15 23
OWA 100 81 65 85 85 65 62 69 | 77 46 8 35
KANSAS 100 94 72 94 89 78 83 72 79 22 11 72
KENTUCKY 100 87 93 80 67 53 67 53 59 20 7 0
LOUISIANA 100 | 100 [100 71 79 86 86 71 64 64 14 29
MAINE 20 70 60 30 50 40 40. | 30 30 10_ 0 10
MARYLAND 88 75 81 63 56 75 56 50 63 25 6 19
MASSACHUSETTS 91 67 67 61 61 42 55 55 46 21 9 9
MICHIGAN 100 80 80 75 70 60 70 65 60 35 10 15
MINNESOTA 95 80 75 85 85 50 80 75 65 35 0 30
MI1SSI1SSIPPI 100 91 82 91 73 73 46 36 55 18 18 27
MISSOURI 100 80 80 75 75 65 80 65 65 49 5 30
MONTANA 100 | 100 | 100 67 50 33 83 | 50 50 50 0 17
NEBRASKA 100 86 86 ! 100 71 64 57 50 50 14 7 14
NEW HAMPSHIRE |] 100 63 63 75 50 63 38 38 50 13 0 13
NEW JERSEY 93 93 87 60 73 60 53 60 67 33 13 13
NEW MEX1CO 88 63 63 88 75 88 38 50 50 25 0 0
NEW YORK 98 79 71 55 60 | 43 53 74 41 28 5 17
NORTH CAROLINA[] 96 | 100 79 82 64 50 75 54 43 21 11 14
NORTH DAKOTA 88 75 75 75 38 63 50 38 25 13 0 38
OHI0 95 81 74 81 62 67 50 57 57 33 12 19
OKLAHOMA 100 92 62 92 69 85 54 54 54 31 0 23
OREGON 100 91 | 100 91 91 1100 82 [100 73 27 18 18
PENNSYLVANIA 97 84 71 69 69 48 54 57 59 34 12 16
PUERTO RICO 100 50 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RHODE 1SLAND 100 29 43 14 29 14 29 57 43 0 0 14
SOUTH CAROLINA|] 100 81 81 75 75 56 69 50 63 25 13 13
SOUTH DAKOTA 100 80 90 80 50 80 60 70 40 20 0 30
TENNESSEE 95 79 84 79 58 63 58 42 53 16 0 21
TEXAS 95 86 91 67 67 67 62 50 60 62 7 26

| UTAH 100 67 | 100 67 | 100 {100 83 83 50 50 0 0
| VERMONT 100 75 75 50 63 50 13 38 25 13 0 13
- VIRGINIA 100 93 67 73 53 53 53 47 53 33 7 27
WASHINGTON 92 92 1 100 77 69 54 39 | 62 46 23 0 8
WEST VIRGINTA |] 100 1 100 | 100 57 57 86 50 | 57 50 43 14 36
- WISCONSIN 96 79 79 63 63 63 83 67 67 38 4 29

UNITED STATES 96%] 8241 77%| 72%| ©65%] 60% | 60% | 57% ) 54% | 29% | 84| 22%

. Over-all academic record 5. Emotional stability 9. Personal-social-et?ical
o Record in major field 6. English proficiency 10. Hearing tness
3. Record in prof. ed. courses 7. Physical fitness 11. Extra-class activity
4. Recommendation by adviser 8. Speech and voice 12. Other
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TABLE 12. PER CENT OF APPLICANTS DENIED ADMISSION TO STUDENT TEACHING.

None 0-1% 1-2% 3-42% 5-6% 7-8% 9-10% 10+%
ALABAMA 12% 24% 6% 182 18% 6% 187 0%
ALASKA 0 50 0 0 50 0 0 0
AR1ZONA _50 0 50 0 0 0 0 0
ARKANSAS 0 0 20 10 40 20 10 0
CALIFORNIA 0 26 26 13 16 11 5 2
COLORADO 18 82 0 0 0 0 0 0
CONNECT ICUT 9 9 18 18 27 0 0 9
DIST. OF COL. 33 17 33 0 0 0 0 0
FLORIDA 8 46 8 8 8 0 15 8
GEORGIA 12 12 35 29 6 0 6 0
IDAHO 0 33 0 33 33 0 0 0
JLLINOIS 5 _ 20 15 20 18 10 8 3
INDIANA 0 31 19 | 27 4 8 0 4
|OWA 4 23 23 12 8 4 4 15
KANSAS 94 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
KENTUCKY 13 13 50 20 13 0 20 0
LOU I SIANA 7 7 29 21 7 21 7 0
MA INE 50 20 0 10 10 0 10 0
MARYLAND 13 31 19 13 | 13 0 6 6
MASSACHUSETTS 18 36 12 21 0 6 3 3
MICHIGAN 0 20 30 5 25 5 0 0
MINNESOTA _ 15 20 15 5 15 10 10 10
MISS 1SS IPPI 0 27 18 9 9 27 0 9
MISSOURI 0 55 5 10 15 0 10 5
MONTANA 17 17 50 0 0 0 17 0
NEBRASKA y) 21 14 43 17 0 0 7
NEW HAMPSHIRE 0 _63 13 o 1 13 0 13 0
NEW_JERSEY 13 47 | 33 7 0 0 0 0
NEW_MEX1CO 0 25 | 13 0 13 0 25 13
NEW YORK 16 31 17 10 12 2 5 5
NORTH CAROL INA 4 7 21 21 21 4 11 7
NORTH DAKOTA 0 25 25 25 25 0 0 0
OHIO0 | 5 21 24 14 17 5 7 5
OKLAHOMA 0 15 15 31 8 8 8 15
OREGON 0 27 0 46 18 0 9 0
PENNSYLVANIA 5 28 21 15 15 ) 3 2
PUERTO RICO &0 Q 0 50 0 0 0 0
RHODE I SLAND - 0 43 | 29 _ 0 0 0 0 0
SOUTH CAROLINA 0_ 25 31 19 13 0 6 6
SOUTH DAKOTA 0 20 30 10 20 0 10 10
TENNESSEE 5 26 26 16 11 5 0 11
TEXAS 7 12 24 14 17 2 12 10
UTAH WWW 0 117 50 0 0 0 0 17
VERMONT 0 13 13 25 13 13 0 13
VIRGINIA 7 21 20 7\ 27 0 7 7
WASH | NGTON 0 15 15 39 23 8 0 0
WEST VIRGINIA 0 14 7__ 14 29 7 7 14
WISCONS IN 4 25 29 13 17 A 14 0
UNITED STATES 7% | 247 | 217 162 14% 5% 6% 5%
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TABLE 13, SUMMER STUDENT TEACHING: TYPE OF PROGRAM AND PLACEMENT OF
STUDENT TEACHERS.
Placement of Student Teachers
Campus Lab. Surrounding Both Lab.
Type of Program* School Schools and Surr.
1. 2 3 4 5 Only Only Schools
ALABAMA 38% 1127 | 41Z 1 127% | OZ 18% 417 6%
ALASKA 50 | 0! 0 |50 | O 0 0 0
ARTZONA 0_:i50 | 0 | 0 |50 0 100 0
ARKANSAS 90 0 0 |10 0 0 10 0
CALIFORNIA 47 5 3 (26 |18 0 50 5
af COLORADO 82 0 9 9 0 0 9 9
R CONNECT ICUT 64 0 0 0 |36 9 9 9
: DIST. OF COL., 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bl FLORIDA 85 0 8 0 8 8 8 0
B¥ GEORGIA 88 0 {12 0 0 6 6 0
: | DAHO 33 |33 0 |33 0 0 67 0
' ILLINOIS 53 0 |23 |23 3 5 35 8
; IND I ANA 54 112 119 112 4 0 35 12
: | OWA 62 4 115 |15 4 8 27 4
i KANSAS 67 | o0 J17 11 [ 6 6 17 6
t KENTUCKY 27 0 47 113 113 7 40 13
LOU I S1ANA 93 0 0 0 7 0 0 0_
' MAINE 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
' MARYLAND 81 6 0 0 113 0 19 0
MASSACHUSETTS 79 3 0] 0 |18 15 6 0
MICHIGAN 55 0 130 J10 5 15 30 0
MINNESOTA 70 110 | 20 0 0 10 10 10
MISSISSIPPI 1001 0 | O 0 | 0 0 0 0
; MISSOURI 55 5 120 115 5 15 20 15
f MONTANA 33 133 117 117 0 0 50 17
2 NEBRASKA 64 7 0 121 7 21 14 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NEW JERSEY 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NEW MEXICO 25 0 138 {13 |13 ] 63 0
NEW YORK 93 3 2 2 0 2 5 0
NORTH CAROL INA 82 111 4 4 0 4 11 4
? NORTH DAKOTA 38 0125 113 |25 13 13 25
OHI0 67 5 112 7 110 5 24 5
OKLAHOMA 77 0 8 115 0 0 23 0
OREGON 731 o118 | 00 27 0 0
PENNSYLVANIA 17 9 2 110 3 3 16 2
PUERTO RICO 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
: RHODE |SLAND 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
! SOUTH CAROLINA 81 6 6 6 0 13 0 0
3 SOUTH DAKOTA 50 110 | 30 0 0 10 30 0
% TENNESSEE | 42 121 116 | 21 0 26 26 5
TEXAS 95 0 5 0 0 2 2 0
UTAH 67 117 0 |17 0 0 17 17
! VERMONT 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
I VIRGINIA 73 7 {13 7 0 17 o 13 7
R WASH I NGTON 54 0 |39 0 8 15 23 0
ro ] WEST VIRGINIA 36 7 136 7 7 21 29 14
; WISCONSIN 54 0 |33 |13 0 25 13 8
5 UNITED STATES 702] s5%112%] 8%] 5% 7% 18% 4%
*% No summe¥ studen{ teaching 4, Program for both 2 and 3
Program for regular undergtaduates only 5. Other
3. Program for experienced teachers only
20
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Table 13 also shows that 7% of the institutions pace their summer
student teacherc in the campus laboratory school; 18% place them in surround-
ing schools; and 47% place summer student teachers in both the campus labora-
tory school and surrounding schools. (The other 71% have no summer student
teaching program or did not answer this particular item.)

| Item number 17 on the questionnaire read, '"To the best of your

: knowledge, has your student teaching program or have any of your student
teachers ever been involved in a law suit growing out of any aspect of

? student teaching?" Respondents were given an opportunity to check "yes" or
"no'" to this question and then were directed, "If yes, please briefly state
circumstances and outcome.'" Table 14 shows the number of institutions that
answered "yes'" to this item. These institutions were also asked to briefly
state the circumstances and outcome of these law suits. The comments
offered by institutions are as follows:

1. Student teacher accused of being a Communist. Student teacher
sued her accuser and won her suit,

2. Car wreck while commuting to campus,

3. Student teacher sued co-operating school for damages. Student
teacher arm burned in cafeteria accident. Outcome unkanown.,

4. An appeal to denial of admission to student teaching.

5. Two cases involving injury to a pupil and both cases defended
by Local Board of Education.

6. Student driver, two passengers killed, manslaughter charge,
student teacher driver cleared.

7. Drowning in pool. Case was dismissed, no fault found with
student teacher,

8. Student didn't have professional characteristics to be a
successful teacher. Court ruled in favor of university.

9. One physical education student teacher as a result of injury
during demonstration.

10. Injury on school premises for which medical reimbursement
A required the normal legal action.

Other interesting comments offered by institutions included the following:
- 1, No law suits, but we have come close. Failure, drunkenness, misg-

conduct with public school students. In all cases so far we
have been in a position of strength,

21
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2. No law suits. Threats of law suits against student teachers
have been made--supposedly unpaid rent.

TABLE 14. STUDENT TEACHING LAW SUITS.

ALABAMA cectecesssscssones
CALIFORNIA D R O
FLORIDA cecscecsrsesssanns
IOWA cescscessesscnnsns
MINNESOTA cesssessesssssnsne

|
|
|
|
!
NEW JERSEY 4
NEW MEXICO cocecsosscecccsses |
I
l
|
!

NEW YORK S
NORTH DAKOTA || ceeeeecocsenancans
OHlo OO0 S SO0 Q0O HAOSGEOPOINONODS
TEXAS cessesecssessseass

UN'TED STATES 00 0006 & OVOOEEOSOSNONDOD '2

Table 15 deals with financial aspects of student teaching. This table
shows that 32% of the responding institutions could supply information rela-
tive to the total amount of the student teaching budget-~682 could not. Table
15 also shows that the mean amount of the total student teaching budget, for
all institutions that supplied such a figure, is $38,358. This figure, how-
ever, can be very misleading due to the fact that in nearly all cases, it does
not include the salaries of college personnel working in the student teaching
program.

Table 15 further shows that 282 of the institutions provided information
on the cost of their student teaching program per student teacher. The mean
amount of the cost per student teacher is $149. In nearly all cases, this
figure does not include the cost of the salaries of college personnel working
in the student teaching program. The approximate mean cost per student for
institutions that reported a figure which included college personnel salaries
is approximately $317.00 per student teacher.

Table 15 shows that 38% of the responding institutions assess a special
student teaching fee upon the student teacher in addition to regular tuition
charges. The table also shows that the mean amount of this speclal fee is
$43.00,
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TABLE 15.

STUDENT TEACHING BUDGET.

Total Amount of

Cost Per

Assessment of

Student Teaching Budget | Student Teacher Special S.T. Fee .
Have such Mean Have such Mean Mean
information| Amount information| Amount| Yes Amount

ALABAMA 242 $114,560 122 $211 47% $28
ALASKA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
AR I ZONA 100 42,000 100 100 50 5 0
ARKANSAS 60 22,266 30 80 80 24 0
CALIFORNIA 18 18,501 24 158 40 47 5
COLORADO 27 24,627 46 188 18 45 9
CONNECT ICUT 18 48,450 18 291 36 75 9
DIST. OF COL. 50 10,031 17 121 17 80 0
FLORIDA 23 36,283 23 96 8 65 0
GEORGIA 24 3,225 24 218 6 15 0
IDAHO 33 25,000 33 125 67 75 0
ILLINOIS 38 69,638 40 193 33 46
IND | ANA 27 68,967 35 225 69 59
1 OWA 42 50,389 27 64 65 48
KANSAS _56 14,192 44 49 44 28 6
KENTUCKY 47 45,248 27 241 53 69 7
LOU I S1ANA 64 56,743 43 186 29 71 7
MAINE 40 52,150 70 161 40 65 0
MARYLAND 38 45,625 38 78 50 53 6
MASSACHUSETTS 91 27,355 12 255 12 41 0
MICHIGAN 40 37,384 25 101 40 50 30
MINNESOTA 35 18,509 40 150 60 40 30
MISSISSIPPI 36 13,375 55 64 55 28 9
MISSOUR! 20 29,450 15 163 15 42 10
MONTANA 50 21,759 17 100 50 68 0
NEBRASKA 14 43,006 21 147 29 39 7
NEW HAMPSHIRE 0 0 0 0 38 41 0
NEW JERSEY 33 28,340 40 92 73 60 0
NEW MEXICO 50 40,796 50 232 63 40 3
NEW YORK 26 43,170 14 212 5 37 7
NORTH CAROL INA 32 6,322 36 48 54 39 4
NORTH DAKOTA 50 25,950 63 111 25 35 0
OHIO 38 59,138 36 162 | 50 41 1
OKLAHOMA 23 21,716 31 265 0 0 0
OREGON 18 33,985 0 0 55 27 0
PENNSYLVANIA 30 52,265 18 277 43 53 7
PUERTO RICO 50 6,750 50 67 50 25 0
RHODE |SLAND 43 52,625 29 299 14 50 0
SOUTH CAROLINA 19 8,166 25 109 81 41
SOUTH DAKOTA 60 13,900 50 97 30 30
TENNESSEE 21 44,027 37 131 42 30
TEXAS 2) 20,694 17 78 43 21
UTAH 33 12,100 33 101 | 100 38
VERMONT 38 7,633 25 250 13 0
VIRGINIA 67 16,395 67 107 7 30
WASHINGTON 54 88,241 46 145 | 46 27
WEST VIRGINIA 36 17,900 36 93 21 42
WISCONSIN 42 22,234 25 127 33 39
UNITED STATES 32% $ 38,358 28% 3149 | 1387 343

*1, Institution Pays Cost of Transportation for Student Teacher
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Finally table 15 shows that, for the entire United States, 9% of the
responding institutions pay the cost of student transportation during stu-
dent teaching.

The information gathered in this study on the financial aspects of
student teaching is perhaps most meaningful when the data from each res-
ponding institution is studied by itself rather than viewing state and
g national statistics such as those presented in table 15. Unfortunmately,
S due to the large number of institutions that took part in this study, space
‘ does not permit the inclusion of statistics on individual institutions in
this report. However, anyone interested in receiving such information can
do so by contacting the project director.

Table 16 deals with innovations and research in student teaching.
i This table shows that 45% of the responding institutions indicated that
- they had what they considered to be innovations in their student teaching
programs. In all, there were approximately 260 different innovations
1listed. The most frequent of these, in order, were: use of video tapes
with student teachers, team teaching, micro-teaching, professional semester,
student teaching in disadvantaged areas, use of interaction analysis, and
use of clinical professors. Though not mentioned frequently, some of the
more unusual innovations mentioned included: cooperating teachers are
hired as teaching assoclates to work with student teachers; student is
assigned a public school teacher during semester preceding student teach-
ing, so, in effect, works with cooperating teacher one full year; volun-
tary practicum in supervision of student teaching; public school advisory
| coomittee to student teaching program; elaborate pre student teaching
[ professional laboratory experiences; matching of student teachers and

j cooperating teachers; use of simulation; student teachers assigned in team
;; teaching and non-graded situations; I.B.M. card application; use of slide

n cameraj outdoor education experience for all student teachers; 25% of
student teachers have prior paid experience as teacher aids; use of daily
student teaching log: no teaching at all during 9 weeks of student teach-
ing; methods, guidance, and reading taught as part of student teaching;
and each student tezcher 1s assigned to a variety of schools.

sy [N

When viewing the innovations listed by the various institutions, one
must realize that what constitutes an innovation at one school might not
be considered an innovation by another school. Space does not permit a
listing of all innovations mentioned; however, additional data on this
subject may be obtained upon request from the project director.

Table 16 also shows the actual number of institutions that have
received student teaching research grants during the past two years. A
< total of 40 institutions indicated they had received such grants. Lastly,
j this table shows the mean amount of such grants. TFor the entire country,

e ek ¥ YL
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TABLE 16, INNOVATIONS AND RESEARCH IN STUDENT TEACHING. %
i
- . — i
Per Cent Having Number Receiving Student Mean 3
Innovations Teaching Research Grant Amount of
in S. T. Program in Past Two Years Grant
ALABAMA 29% 0 $ 0
f ALASKA 50 ] 0 0
-~ ARTZONA 50 0 0
| ARKANSAS 30 0_ 0
g CALIFORNTA 47 1 103,800
. COLORADO 55 N 2 30,000
é CONNECT 1CUT 82 2 0 ’
DIST. OF COL. 67 0 0
FLORIDA 54 1 4,900
GEORGIA 24 1 1,000
| DAHO 67 T 0 0
JLLINOTS 1L 48 _ 3 21,775
INDTANA 50 2 48,260
TOWA 35 0 0
KANSAS .56 2 4,225
KENTUCKY 47 0 0
LOUISIANA 57 0 0
MA INE 0 0 0
MARYLAND 31 1 0
MASSACHUSETTS 51 0 0
MICHIGAN 60 1 600
MINNESOTA 55 3 900
MISSISSIPPI 46 0 0
MISSOURI 40 0 0
MONTANA 67 0_ 0
NEBRASKA 36 1 135,000
NEW HAMPSHIRE 25 0 0
NEW JERSEY 33 0 0
NEW MEX1CO 38 0 0 |
NEW YORK 49 5 30,180 :
NORTH CAROL INA 32 i 3,000 /
NORTH DAKOTA 25 ) 1 0 :
OHIO 55 _ 0 0
OKLAHOMA 39 0 0
OREGON 64 1 55,000
PENNSYLVANTA 39 3 32,000
PUERTO RICO | 100 1 0
RHODE I SLAND 43 0 0
SOUTH CAROL INA 50 - 1 7,250
SOUTH DAKOTA — 40 0 0 :
TENNESSEE 42 1 9.892 ;
TEXAS 31 1 19,000 é
UTAH 67 0_ 0 :
VERMONT ” 38 0 0 |
VIRGINIA 33 0 0 |
A WASHINGTON 69 1 5,000 |
WEST VIRGINIA 43 2 40,000
WISCONSIN ]I 50 1 0
8 UNITED STATES |1 457 40 $ 61,430
# |

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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this figure is $61,430, It should be noted that some institutions indicated
they received a grant but did not indicate the amount of the grant. Space
does not permit a listing of individual research projects by amount, source
of funds, title and institution, however, such information can be obtained
from the project director.

, .Table:17 deals with the campus laboratory school and its use in
professional laboratory experiences. This table shows, for one thing, that
237% of the responding institutions have a campus laboratorv school, This
table further shows that 19% of the institutions that have a campus
laboratory school do not use it for providing professional laboratory
experiences at all: while 26% of the institutions use it for observation
and participation only. Table 17 also indicates that 6% of the institu-
tione place only one student teacher in each room of the campus labora-
tory school each year; 177%, one student teacher per room each quarter or
semester; 12%, two student teachers per room at the same time: 2%, three
student teachers per room at the same time; 0%, four student teachers
per room at the same time (4 institutions actually reported this practice
but they constituted less than one half of one per cent); and 187 checked
the "other' category on this item, The other 187 of the institutions that
incicated they had a campus laboratory school did not indicate how it is
used. Among the more frequently mentioned "other' uses of the campus
laboratory school are: for remedial student teaching only; summer student

teaching only; observation, participation and very limited student teaching;

experimentation: and for foreign students only.

Table 18 shows the number and per cent of institutions having intern-
ship programs. This table shows that, for the entire country, a total of
192 institutions (227%) have some type of internship program. Nearly all of
these internships are at the graduate level. The MAT (Master of Arts in
Teaching) was the single most frequently mentioned type of internship pro-
gram. Most of the internships reported are designed to prepare liberal
arts graduates for teaching; however, a number of institutions have
internships for educational specialists such as school administrators,
counselors, etc.

The College Supervisor. Questions numbered 27 through 36 on the
questionnaire dealt with the college supervisor. This section of the
report presents the information obtained from these questions.

Table 19 shows the mean number of college supervisors by state and
for the United States. This table indicates that, for all responding
institutions, the mean number of full-time elementary college supervisors
is 2.86; the mean number of part-time elementary college supervisors is
3.88; the mean number of total elementary college supervisors (both full-
time and part-time) is 4.49; the mean number of full-time secondary college
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TABLE 17. USE OF THE CAMPUS LABORATORY SCHOOL IN PROFESSIONAL LABORATORY
EXPERIENCES. '

Have A Campus

Use In Professional Lab. Experiences*

2. Observation and Part. only

3. One S.T.er./room/year

4, One S.T.er./room/qt. or sem. 8. Other ]

Lab. School ~ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
ALABAMA 35% 0% 6% 0% 67 187 67 n% 0%
ALASKA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
AR ZONA 0 0 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0
ARKANSAS 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20
CALIFORNIA 21 5 8 3 5 0 0 0 5
COLORADO 9 18 9 0 0 0 0 0 0
CONNECT ICUT 46 0 0 0 18 18 0 0 9
DIST. OF COL. 33 0 17 0 0 17 0 0 0
FLORIDA 31 8 23 0 0 0 0 8 0
GEORGIA 18 12 12 0 0 0 0 6 0
| DAHO 33 0 0 0 33 0 0 0 0
ILLINOIS 30 5 13 0 5 0 0 0 10
IND | ANA 15 4 8 8 0 0 0 0 4
| OWA 8 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4
KANSAS 11 6 11 0 0 0 0 0 0
KENTUCKY 40 7 0 0 20 0 0 0 20
LOUISIANA . 43 0 7 0 7 21 0 0 0
MA I NE 20 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0
MARYLAND 38 0 25 0 6 6 0 0 0
MASSACHUSETTS 27 12 | 12 3 3 0 6 0 3
MICHIGAN 20 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 10
MINNESOTA 25 5 5 5 0 5 0 10 0
MISSISSIPPI 9 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0
M1 SSOURI 35 0 10 0 10 5 0 0 10
MONTANA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NEBRASKA 14 7 0 0 0 7 0 0 7
NEW HAMPSHIRE 25 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0
NEW JERSEY 40 20 27 0 0 0 0 0 13
"NEW MEXICO 25 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0
NEW YORK 25 7 5 3 10 2 0 0 7
NORTH CAROLINAY 11 11 0 A 0 0 0 0 4
NORTH DAKOTA 13 0 0 0 13 0 0 0 0
OH10 14 5 10 o_1| 2 0 0 0 0
OKLAHOMA 8 8 0 0 0| 8 0 0 0
OREGON 18 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 9
PENNSYLVANIA 21 8 y 0 5 3 0 0 7
PUERTO RICO 50 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0
RHODE | SLAND - 14 14| 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 ;
SOUTH CAROLINA 25 6 6 6 0 0 0 0 13 ;
SOUTH DAKOTA 20 0o | 10 0 0 10 0 0 0 i
TENNESSEE 32 5 16 5 16 0 0 0 0 :
TEXAS 7 10 0 0 7 0 0 0 0
UTAH 33 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 17
VERMONT 25 - 13 13 0 0 0 0 0 13
VIRGINIA 20 7 7 0 13 0 0 0 7
WASH INGTON 31 0 15° 0 8 0 0 0 8
WEST VIRGINIA 14 0 7 0 0 7 0 0 0
WISCONSIN 37 0 13 4 4 17 0 0 0
UNITED STATES 23% 1921 267§ 6% 1 17% | 12% 2% 0% | 18%
*1, Not used for Prof.Lab.Exp. at all . Two S.T.ers./room at same time

6. Three S.T.ers./room at same time
7. Four S.T.ers./room at same time
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TABLE 18. INTERNSHIP PROGRAMS.
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Number of Institutions
Having Internship Program

Per Cent of Institutions
Having Internship Program

ALABAMA 0 0%
ALASKA 0 0
AR ZONA 0 0
ARKANSAS 1 10
CALIFORNIA 18 47
COLORADO 3 27
CONNECT ICUT 5 46
DIST. OF COL, 2 33
FLORIDA 2 15 "
GEORGIA 5 29
| DAHO 0 0
ILLINOIS 8 20
INDIANA 5 19
| OWA 4 15
KANSAS 2 11
KENTUCKY 4 27
LOUISIANA 2 14
MA INE 1 10
MARYLAND 3 19
MASSACHUSETTS 7 21
MICHIGAN 5 25
MINNESOTA 4 20
MISSISSIPPI 0 0
MISSOURI 2 10
MONTANA 1 17
NEBRASKA 1 7
NEW HAMPSHIRE 1 13
NEW JERSEY 4 27
NEW MEXICO 3 38
NEW YORK 20 34
NORTH CAROL INA 6 21
NORTH DAKOTA 3 38
OHIO 12 29
OKLAHOMA 1 8
OREGON 5 46
PENNSYLVANIA 12 20
PUERTO RICO 1 50
RHODE | SLAND - 2 29
SOUTH CAROL INA 2 13
SOUTH DAKOTA 1 10
TENNESSEE y) 11
TEXAS 3 7
UTAH 3 50
VERMONT 2 25
VIRGINIA 2 13
WASH INGTON 3 23
WEST VIRGINIA 2 14
WISCONSIN 10 42
UNITED STATES 192 22%
28 .
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TABLE 19. MEAN NUMBER OF COLLEGE SUPERVISORS.

Elementary Secondary Grand Totals
Full-~| Part- Full~| Part- Full-| Part-
Time | Time Total Time Time | Total Time | Time |} Total
ALABAMA 1.80 | 3.60 | 3.71] 2.60 | 7.00 6.12 } 3,67 | 9,67 9,82
ALASKA 1.00 | 1,00 { 1.50}] 1.00 | 1.00 1.50 { 2,00 { 2,00 3.00
AR | ZONA 0 111,50 | 11.50 0 124.00 |24.00 0 {35.50 }35.50
ARKANSAS 2,14 | 3,50 2,90] 4,00 | 4.57 6.67 | 5.38 | 6.67 8.90
CALIFORNIA 4,42 | 5.54 6.78 | 3.11 | 9.10 9.41 | 5.83 | 9,77 112.03
COLORADO 2,50 | 3.83 3.80| 2.14 | 5.33 5.73 | 4.29 | 7.89 9,18
CONNECT ICUT 13.33 | 5.43 8.67 | 6.50 | 9.00 9,30 |13.17.11,50 | 15.55
DIST. OF COL. 1.50 | 4.00 3.67].1.50 | 7.00 6.20 | 2.25 | 8.80 8.83
FLORIDA 2.71 | 6.29 6.10 ] 3.88 | 5.40 7.18 | 5.88 | 9.80 | 16.33
GEORG A 1.55 | 2.10 2,531 1.71 | 2.00 2.29 | 2.64 | 3.55 4. 61
IDAHO 1.00 | 4.50 3,33 | 1.00 | 9.50 | 6.67 | 2.00 [14.00 [10.00
FLLINO!S 3.83 | 2.36 3.75| 3.61 | 6.21 6.83 | 5.83 | 7.21 9.35
IND I ANA 2.00 | 2.87 3.14 | 3.82 | 5.45 6.57 | 5.47 | 7.59 | 10.38
TOWA 2.25 | 2.82 2.79 | 2.46 | 7.13 7.54 | 3.78 | 8.48 |10.12
KANSAS 1.40 | 3.91 3,17 | 1.56 | 6.67 | 6.33 | 2.80 | 9.47 9,44
KENTUCKY 1.83 | 2.00 2,53 ] 3.91 | 3.50 5.20 | 5.42 | 4.64 7.73
LOU I SIANA 2,00 | 8.27 7.77 | 1.80 | 8.33 8.38 | 3.80 | 8.27 9,17
MAINE 1.50 | 3.43 4.291 1.00 | 5.50 | 4.50 | 1.50 | 6.33 6.60
MARYLAND 2.00 | 5.11 4,27 ) 2.00 | 4.36 4.25 | 3.45 1 7,23 | g 25
MASSACHUSETTS 6.36 | 3.54 5.23 ] 5.17 | 6.45 6.69 | 9.43 | 9,00 | 11.44
MICHIGAN 4.69 | 3.65 6.47 | 7.36 | 4.50 | 8.10 }10.,14 | 7.53 | 13.65
MINNESOTA 3.14 | 3.60 | 4.50] 2.86 | 3.83 4.81 | 5,40 | 5.86 8.30
MISS1SS1PPI 2.25 | 2.25 3.00] 2,00 | 5.43 6.00 | 4,75 | 7.00 8.33
MISSOUR] 1.54 | 2.69 2.89 1 3.42 | 6,58 6.67 | 4.29 ] 7.13 8.70
MONTANA 1.00 | 3.80 3.67] 1.33 | 4.67 | 5.33 | 2.33 | 7.83 9,00
NEBRASKA 2.73 | 3.00 3.64 | 4.42 | 6.00 7.64 | 6.92 ] 8.33 | 11.29
NEW HAMPSHIRE 1.40 | 2.00 3.00 | 1.33 | 2.63 3.63 | 2.50 | 4.38 6.25
NEW JERSEY 5.00 |]16.71 | 18.38 | 3.50 |23:29  {15.92 | 5.80 [19.38 | 19.36
NEW MEX1CO 2.00 | 4.00 3.43] 1.75 | 3.00 2.60 | 3.17 | 4.50 5.29
NEW YORK 5.62 | 6.13 8.41 | 5.68 | 8.38 }10.85 | 8.546 |11.92 ; 16.34
NORTH CAROLINA[] 1.79 | 1.50 2.42 1 2.06 | 6.70 6.82 | 3.55 [ 7.42 8,89
NORTH DAKOTA 1.20 | 3.67 2.43 | 1.50 [11.25 6.75 | 2.50 [14.00 8,88
OHI0 3.47 1 3.48 | 4.26 | 2.04 | 7.45 7.15 | 4.80 | 9.42 | 10.60
OKLAHOMA 3.00 | 3.64 4.081 3.751 7.73 8.33 | 4.40 [10.58 | 11.92
OREGON 1.40 | 4.60 4.29 | 1.40 | 5.63 5.78 | 2.33 ] 7,56 | 8.20
PENNSYLVANIA 2.44 | 3.00 3.85] 2.63 | 5.16 5.68 | 4.23 | 6.79 8,63
PUERTO RICO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RHODE | SLAND - 1.00 | 6.50 5.40 | 2.00 | 5.17 4,71 | 1.50 | 9.50 8,57
SOUTH CAROLINAJ] 1.78 | 2.33 2.47 | 2.11 | 3.80 3.80 | 3.89 ] 5.36 6.27
SOUTH DAKOTA 1.33 | 2.50 2.56 | 1.80 | 7.00 6.50 | 2.83 | 8.88 8.80
TENNESSEE 1.33 | 2.27 2,56 ] 1.33 | 5.25 5.26 | 2.33 ] 6.50 7.63
TEXAS 1,73 | 4.45 4.68 ] 2.67 | 8.00 200 | 3.63 |12.20 | 12.44
UTAH 4.67 | 6.33 8.67 | 3.00 [12.50 1400 | 5.75 118.83 | 22.67
VERMONT 1.67 ] 3.00 2.83 1] 1.00 | 2.75 240 | 2.00] 4,60 | 4.14
VIRGINIA 2.17 ] 1.92 2.531 1.83 | 6,77 7.07 3.43 | 7.53 9,13
WASHINGTON 2.40 | 3,44 | 4.23| 2.0 3.82 | 4,85 | 4.50] 6.64 | 9.08
WEST VIRGINIA 2,00 | 2,00 2,46 ] 7.50 | 4.80 271 | 8.67 | 5.64 | 10.00
W1SCONS IN 2.30] 3.83 1 4.43] 2.20 | 8.10 | g,77 | 3.75]11.38 | 13.00
UNITED STATES || 2.86 | 3.88 | 4.49 | 3.16 | 6.65 | 7.10 | 5.13] 8.70 | 10.49
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supervisors is 3.16; the mean number of part-time secondary college
supervisors is 6.65; and the mean total number of secondary college
supervisors (both full-time and part-time) is 7.10. Table 19 also shows
that the mean grand total (both elementary and secondary) of full-time
college supervisors is 5.13; the mean grand total of part-time college
supervisors is 8.70; and the mean grand total of both full-time and part-
time elementary and secondary college supervisors is 10.49. Part-time
college supervisors, in this item, might be either emploved only part-
time by the college or, if employed full-time by the college, devote

only part of their time to the supervision of student teachers.

Though not shown in table 19, this study also revealed that the
responding institutions had a total of 2,637 full-time college supervisors;
5,942 part-time college supervisors; making a grand total of 8,579 college
supervisors. Keeping in mind that this study included approximately 76%
of all teacher preparing institutions in the United States, if one could
assume that the number of college supervisors in the nonresponding institu-
tions is proportionate to the number of college supervisors in the res-
ponding institutions (which is probably not an unreasonable assumption),
then the total number of college supervisors at all of the 1,110 teacher
preparing institutions in the United States can be estimated to be: 3,470
full-time college supervisors; 7,818 part-time college supervisors; making
an estimated grand total of approximately 11,288 college supervisors in
the United States. While these figures are obviously not precise, they
probably do represent excellent approximations.

Table 20 deals with the degree status of all college supervisors
and with the type of college supervisors used in the secondary student
teaching program. This table shows that, for the entire country, at 6%
of the responding institutions, all of the college supervisors have a
doctor's degree; at 31% of the institutions, most of the college super-
visors have a doctor's degree, at 56% of the institutions, most of the
college supervisors have a master's degree plus additional graduate work;
at 67 of the institutions, most of the college supervisors have only a
master's degree as their highest degree; and at 1% of the institutions,
most of the college supervisors have only a bachelor's degree as their
highest degree.

Table 20 also shows that 31% of the responding institutions utilize
general college supervisors in their secondary student teaching program:
137 utilize college supervisors from the academic areas; 497 utilize both
general college supervisors and supervisors from the academic areas; and
6% checked the ''other' category on this item.

Table 21 deals with the use of graduate students to supervise
student teachers. This table shows Znat a total of 76, or 9%, of the
responding institutions utilize graduate students to supervise student
teachers. Table 21 also shows the mean per cent of the total student
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DEGREE STATUS AND TYPE USED IN SECONDARY STUDENT

TABLE 20. COLLEGE SUPERVISORS:
TEACHING PROGRAM.
Degree Status Type Used in.
All Most Most Most Most | Secondary Student
Ph.D. or | Ph.D. or | Master's | Master's | Bach-{ Teaching Program*
Ed.D. Ed.D. Plus elors| 1 2 3 4
a ALABAMA 18% 242 . 59% 0% ox | 41%) O%Z] 41% . 18%
: ALASKA 50 50 0 0 0 50 0 150 0
| AR1ZONA 0 0 100 0 0 (4] 0 J100 0
; ARKANSAS 0 30 70 4] 0 40 1 20 | 40 0
; CALIFORNIA 8 55 34 3 0 40 | 10 | 45 3
/ COLORADO 27 46 27 0 0 27 118 155 0
% CONNECT ICUT 0 36 55 9 0 27 | 46 | 18 9
g DIST. OF COL, 17 33 50 0 0 33 133 |33 0
? FLORIDA 8 54 39 0 0 46 | 15 | 31 8
% GEORGIA 6 53 24 18 0 |65 [12 12 | 6
: IDAHO 33 33 33 0 0 67 0 ]33 0
ILLINOIS 3 25 60 13 0 30 113 148 8
IND IANA 4 46 39 12 0 35 112 S4 0
JOWA 4 31 58 8 0 15 1 12 173 0
KANSAS 0 33 67 0 0 22 6 167 6
KENTUCKY 7 20 67 7 0 27 113 | 53 7
LOUISTANA 7 50 43 0 0 43 0 157 0
MAINE 0 10 80 10 0 30 | 20 ] 50 0
MARYLAND 13 38 44 6 0_119 {13 }]50 |19
MASSACHUSETTS 3 15 64 15 3 121 115 139 | 18
MICHIGAN 5 20 65 10 0 45 0 145 |10
MINNESOTA 0 25 60 10 5 25 | 0 | 65 0
MISSISSI|PPI 0 36 46 9 0 36 9 | 46 0
MISSOUR | 0 40 * 50 10 0 25 1 .30 | 40 0
MONTANA 0 33 50 17 0 17 0 | 83 0
NEBRASKA 7 36 57 0 0 29 7 |57 7
NEW HAMPSHIRE 0 25 63 13 0 38 0 | 50 0
NEW JERSEY 7 33 53 0 7 27 | 27 | 40 7
NEW MEXI1CO 13 38 38 13 0 25 113 138 |13
NEW YORK 3 31 66 0 0 12 134 | 37 | 10
NORTH CAROLINA 11 _25 61 4 0 25 111 154 |11
NORTH DAKOTA 0 0 88 13 0 13 | 25 | 52 | 13
OHIO _5 21 67 7 0 33 2 | 57 7
OKLAHOMA 15 _54 31 0 0 62 | 23 7 7
OREGON 0 36 64 0 0 36 9 | 45 0
PENNSYLVANIA 10 25 57 8 0 25 8 | 64 3
PUERTO RICO 0 0 100 0 0 0 150} 50 0
RHODE 1SLAND - 29 29 - 43 0 0 29 | 29 | 43 0
SOUTH CAROLINA 19 12 69 0 0 31 6 | 63 0
SOUTH DAKOTA 0 20 80 0 0 50 0 | 50 0
TENNESSEE 5 47 37 11 0 42 111 | 42 5
TEXAS 7 48 41 5 0 38 | 10 | 50 2
UTAH 0 17 67 17 0 12 | 17 | 67 0
. VERMONT 13 zZ5 50 0 13 25 0] 50| 13
VIRGINIA 7 20 73 0 0 20 1 20 ] 53 7
WASHINGTON . 0 46 54 0 0 39 8 | 54 0
R WEST VIRGINIA 0 21 179 0 0 36 0_| 57 1
WISCONSIN 4 17 75 0 4 8 1211 54 | 17
UNITED STATES 62 31% 567% 6% 1% | 317 137} 49%] 6%

*1, General college supervisors

2. College supervisors from the academic areas

3. A combination of both 1 and 2

4. Other
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TABLE 21. USE OF GRADUATE STUDENTS TO SUPERVISE STUDENT TEACHERS.

Institutions Mean Per Cent of Total Program
Number Per Cent Supervised by Graduate Students
ALABAMA 1 6% 507
ALASKA 0 0 n
ARTZONA 1 50 28 e e e
ARKANSAS 1 10 10
CALIFORNIA 4 11 47 e e
COLORADO 3 27 30 —
CONNECTICUT 2 18 1 s
DIST. OF COL. 0 0 0
FLORIDA 2 15 6
GEORG IA 1 6 10
I DAHOD 0 0 0 -
ILLINOIS 2 S 40
INDIANA 3 12 30
| OWA 1 4 10 —
KANSAS 1 6 60
KENTUCKY 0 0 0
LOU IS | ANA 0 0 0 -
MAINE 1 10 18
MARYLAND 1 6 10
MASSACHUSETTS 2 6 55
MICHIGAN 2 10 37
MINNESOTA 0 0 0
MISSISSIPPI 1 9 20
MISSOUR| 2 10 65
MONTANA 2 33 7
NEBRASKA 1 7 21
NEW HAMPSHIRE 0 0 0
NEW JERSEY 0 0 0
NEW MEX1CO 1 13 25
NEW YORK 9 15 44
NORTH CAROL INA 3 11 10
NORTH DAKOTA 1 13 30
OHI0 6 14 30
OKLAHOMA 2 15 9
OREGON 0 0 0
PENNSYLVANIA 4 7 26
PUERTO RICO 0 0 0
RHODE |SLAND 0 . 0 0
SOUTH CAROLINA 1 6 20
SOUTH DAKOTA 1 10 0
TENNESSEE 2 11 10
TEXAS 4 10 26
UTAH 3 50 30
VERMONT 1 13 0
VIRGINIA 1 7 50
WASHINGTON 1 8 20
WEST VIRGINIA 1 7 5
WISCONSIN 1 4 60 _
UNITED STATES 76 9% 317
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teaching program supervised by graduate students. This figure, for the 76
institutions that utilize graduate students in this manner, is 31%. The
range reported by various institutions was from 1% to 90%. Twenty-four
institutions reported that less than 10Z of their total student teaching
program is supervised by graduate students, while 12 institutions reported
that more than 50% of their total program is supervised by graduate
students. Nearly all of the 76 institutions using graduate students as
college supervisors are universities (where, presumably, doctorial students
are available for this task).

Table 22 shows data regarding the average number of student teachers
assigned to each full-time college supervisor (or the equivalent of a full-
time supervisor) at any one time. This table shows that at 4% of the
responding institutions, from 1 to 5 student teachers constitute the full-
time college supervisor load; at 17% of the institutioms, the full-time
college supervisor is assigned 6-10 student teachers; at 21% of the
institutions, from 11-15 student teachers; at 28% of the institutionms,
from 16-20 student teachers; at 4% of the institutions, from 21-25
student teachers; at 8% of the institutions, from 26-30 student teachers;
at 4% of the institutions, from 31-35 student teachers; at 17 of the
institutions, from 36-40 student teachers; and at 1% of the institutionms,
the full-time college supervisor is assigned over 40 student teachers at
a time.

The frequency of college supervisor visits to each student teacher
is8 shown in table 23. This table shows that, for the entire country, the
college supervisor visits each student teacher twice each week at 3% of
the institutions; once each week at 247% of the institutions; once every
two weeks at 457 of the institutions; once every three weeks at 15% of
the institutions; once each month at 9% of the institutions; once every
two months at 1% of the institutions; once each quarter at 1% of the
institutions; and once each semester at 1% of the institutions. Two
institutions reported that they 'mever' visit their student teachers; how-
ever, these constitute less than one half of one per cent and therefore
do not show up on table 23.

Respondents were asked to describe the procedure used for equating
the load of a faculty member supervising student teachers to the load of
a faculty member engaged in classroom teaching. The vast majority of the
respondents indicated that they have no hard and fast rule to following in
doing this. Most institutions also mentioned that the load varied from
one student teaching period to another, according to the number of student
teachers that had to be covered. Even so, most institutions indicated
that they did use rough guidelines in equating the load of a faculty
member supervising student teachers to the load of faculty members
engaged in classroom teaching., The most frequently mentioned guidelines,
in order, were: 2 student teachers = 1 semester hour of teaching load;
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TABLE 22. AVERAGE NUMBER OF STUDENT TEACHERS ASSIGNED TO EACH FULL-TIME

COLLEGE SUPERVISOR AT ANY ONE TIME.

1-5 | 6-10 | 11-15| 16-20| 21-25 | 26-30 | 31-35 | 36-40 . 40+
U ABAMA 0% 18% 18% 297 67 07 247 6% 07
ALASKA 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ARTZONA 0 50 0 0 0 50 0 0 . 0
ARKANSAS 0 20 20 30 0 10 10 10 + 0
CALITFORNIA 3 24 32 21 18 0 3 0 0
COLORADO 18 0 0 18 36 18 9 0 0
CONNECT ICUT 0 27 36 9 18 9 0 0 0
DIST. OF COL. 0 33 33 33 0 0 0 0 0
FLORIDA 0 23 15 15 39 0 8 0 0
GEORG A 0 18 24 47 0 12 0 0 0
. IDAHD 0 0 67 33 0 0 0 0 0
ILLINOIS 3 38 15 25 15 5 0 0 0
INDIANA 4 4 23 23 12 19 8 4 4
| OWA 4 31 12 | 27 15 8 4 0 0
KANSAS 0 17 11 39 17 11 0 0 0
KENTUCKY 7 0 20 33 27 13 0 0 0
LOUISTANA 7 14 14 29 7 14 7 0 0
MAINE 10 50 20 10 10 0 0 0 0
MARYLAND 0 31 19 31 13 0 0 0 0
MASSACHUSETTS 12 18 24 12 15 9 3 0 0
MICHIGAN 5 0 10 35 35 0 10 5 0
MINNESOTA 0 0 20 60 10 5 0 5 0
MISSISSIPPI 0 9 27 36 0 18 0 0 0
M1SSOURI 0 15 15 30 15 10 5 10 0
MONTANA 0 0 33 67 0 0 0 0 0
NEBRASKA 0 0 14 36 14 29 7 0 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 13 13 25 13 25 0 13 0 0
NEW JERSEY 7 20 27 0 13 7 0 0 0
NEW MEX1CO 0 25 13 38 13 13 0 0 0
NEW YORK 9 25 31 25 5 0 2 0 0
NORTH CAROL INA 0 14 32 39 7 7 0 0 0
NORTH DAKOTA 0 13 25 38 25 0 0 0 0
OHIO 0 29 5 38 14 7 5 0 0
OKLAHOMA 8 0 15 23 8 8 15 0 23
OREGON 0 0 55 36 9 0 0 0 0
PENNSYLVANTA 3 21 23 21 16 10 3 0 0
PUERTO RICO 0 0 50 0 50 0 0 0 0
RHODE [ISLAND 0 0 0 29 0 43 0 0 29
SOUTH CAROL INA 0 0 31 31 13 6 0 6 13
SOUTH DAKOTA 0 0 30 40 20 10 0 0 0
TENNESSEE 11 11 5 53 11 5 0 0 5
TEXAS 2 12 26 17 12 17 7 0 2
UTAH 0 50 0 33 17 0 0 0 0
VERMONT 0 38 0 38 0 13 0 0 0
VIRGINIA 20 20 13 20 20 7 0 0 0
WASHINGTON 0 23 23 46 8 0 ) 0, 0
WEST VIRGINIA 0 0 36 29 36 0 0 0 0
WISCONS IN 4 13 25 21 17 8 4 0 4
s dise | o smimins e
UNITED STATES 47 | 177 | 21% 28% 14% 8% 4% 1n VA7
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TABLE 23. FREQUENCY OF COLLEGE SUPERVISOR VISITS TO EACH STUDENT TEACHER.

2/wk. | 1/wk.| 1/2wks.| 1/3wks.{ 1/mo. | 1/2mo.| 1/qt.| 1/sem.| Never
ALABAMA 6% 412 292 18% 62 0% 0% 0% 0%
ALASKA 0 50 50 0 0 0 0 0 0
AR | ZONA 0 0 0 0 50 50 0 0 0
ARKANSAS 0 20 70 0 10 0 0 0 0
CALIFORNIA 3 61 29 5 0 0 0 0 0
COLORADO 0 27 27 27 18 0 0 0 0
CONNECT ICUT 0 27 64 0 0 0 9 0 0
DIST. OF COL. 0 50 50 0 0 0 0 0 0
FLORIDA 0 3l 39 31 0 0 0 0 0
GEORGIA o1 35 65 0 0 0 0 0 0
IDAHO 0 67 33 0 0 0 0 0 0
ILLINOIS 10 23 38 20 8 0 3 0 0
INDIANA 0 0 62 27 12 0 0 0 0
|OWA 0 35 46 15 4 0 0 0 0
KANSAS 0 11 b 33 11 0 0 0 0
KENTUCKY 0 0 27 33 33 7 0 0 0
LOUISIANA 0 21 43 29 7 0 0 0 0
MA I NE 10 50 20 0 10 0 10 0 0
MARYLAND 6 6 56 19 13 0 0 0 0
MASSACHUSETTS 0 12 39 27 15 3 0 3 0
MICHIGAN 0 0 30 35 25 5 5 0 0
MINNESOTA 0 10 70 15 0 0 0 0 0
MISSISSIPPI 0 9 46 27 0 9 0 0 9
MISSOUR 0 10 35 15 20 10 5 0 0
MONTANA 0 | 6 33 0 0 0 0 0 0
NEBRASKA 0 0 50 14 26 7 0 0 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 0 0 63 13 13 0 13 0 0
NEW JERSEY 0 0 87 7 0 7 0 0 0
NEW MEXICO 0 13 15 13 0 0_- 0 0 0
NEW YORK 5 14 1 15 20 0 2 0 0
NORTH CAROL I|NA 1 43 29 4 4 0 0 0 0
NORTH DAKOTA 0 13 15 13 0 0 0 0 0
OHIO 2 24 55 10 10 0 0 0 0
OKLAHOMA 0 8 39 31 23 0 0 0 0
OREGON 0 46 36 0 9 0 0 0 0
PENNSYLVANIA 2 b4 38 13 3 0 0 0 0
PUERTO RICO 0 0 50 50 0 0 0 0 0
RHODE 1SLAND - 0 0 29 0 29 29 14 0 0
SOUTH CAROLINA 19 19 44 6 0 0 0 13 0
SOUTH DAKOTA 10 30 60 0 0 0 ( 0 0
TENNESSEE 11 47 21 5. 2. 0 5 0 0
TEXAS 2 28 45 7 14 0 0 0 0
UTAH 0 33 67 0 0 0 0_ 0 __ 0
VERMONT 13 38 25 25 0 0 0 0 0
VIRGINIA 0 20 73 7 0 0 0 0 0
WASH INGTON 0 54 31 15 0 0 0 0 0
WEST VIRGINIA 2 29 36 | 29 0 0 0 0 0
WISCONSIN 0 4 63 17 13 0 0 0 0
UNITED STATES 3% 242 L5% 152 9% 12 1% 1% 0%
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3 student teachers = 1 semester hour of teaching load; 10 student teachers =
3 semester hours: 12 hour class load = 18 student teachers; 8 student
teachers = 3 semester hours; and 2% student teachers = 1 semester hour.
Though not mentioned often, some of the more interesting guidelines mentioned
include: college supervisor expected to put in a 45 hour work week; five-
eighths instructor points per student teacher--15 instructor points is a
full load; 4 student teachers = 1 college course; 1% student teachers =1
semester hour; try to base load on number of student teachers plus distance
from campus; supervision regardless of number of student teachers 1s con-
sidered one course; and .75 quarter hours per student teacher. One
institution reported the use of the following formula in determining the
load of their college supervisors:

N _(2V)
16 (In) + ¥ (2V)

= 7 of load time spent on supervision

where: In = institution load
N = no. of student teachers
V = no. of supervisory visits (2 because each
unit consists of an observation plus a
conference)

The respondents were asked what they felt would be the most desirable,
yet practical, ratio of full-time college supervisors to student teachers.
Table 24 shows the results of this question. As the table shows, for the
entire country, 12% of the respondents recommended one college supervisor
to less than 10 student teachers; 147 recommended one college supervisor to
10-11 student teachers; 8% recommended one to 12-~13; 227 recommended one
to 14~15; 9% recommended one to 16-17; 137 recommended one to 18-193 17%
recommended one to 20~25; 3% recommended one to 26~30; and 0% recommended
one college supervisor to more than 30 student teachers (actually 2 institu-
tions made this last recommendation but they constituted less than one
half of one per cent). One should keep in mind that it was the person in
charge of the student teaching program that made these recommendations.

The respondents were also asked to indicate the most important
characteristics they look for in a college supervisor. Table 25 shows the
results of that question. For the entire United States, 45% of all respon-
dents indicated that the most important characteristic they look for in a |
college supervisor is good human relations skills; 29% listed knowledge of §
teaching methodology as the single most important characteristic for a §
college supervisor; 20% listed a commitment to supervision; 117 listed
subject matter competency: 1% listed possession of a doctor's degree as
the most important characteristic for a college supervisor; and 4% checked
the "other" category on this item. There were a total of 28 "other"
characteristics listed by these 4%. Of these, the most frequently listed
were: willingness to travel; willingness to experiment; general cultural
quality~--intelligence, academic background, language facility; and teaching
experience.
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TABLE 24, RECOMMENDED RATIO OF FULL-TIME COI
1l to|1l to 1 to 1 to
1-9 | 10-11 | 12-13]| 14-15
ALABAMA 62 0% 12% 247
ALASKA 100 0 0 0
ARIZONA 0 0 0 0
ARKANSAS 0 10 0 20
CALIFORNIA 16 13 16 16
COLORADO 0 0 9 27
CONNECT ICUT 27 18 9 9
DIST. OF COL. 50 17 0 17
FLORIDA 0 23 8 8
GEORGIA 18 12 0 41
| DAHO 0 33 0 33
ILLINOIS 15 18 5 15
IND I ANA 15 0 12 8
|OWA 19 19 4 15
KANSAS 11 6 6 22
KENTUCKY 1 1 7 33
LOUISIANA 21 7 0 7
MAINE 10 40 20 10
MARYLAND 6 0 19 25
MASSACHUSETTS 39 12 6 15
MICHIGAN 5 5 5 10
MINNESOTA 0 15 15 45
MISSISSIPPI 9 9 0 27
MISSOURI 15 26 10 25
MONTANA 33 17 17 0
NEBRASKA 0 7 Vi 21
NEW HAMPSHIRE 13 25 13 38
NEW JERSEY 21 20 0 20
NEW MEXICO 25 13 0 38
NEW YORK 14 25 12 31
NORTH CAROL INA 11 4 11 25
NORTH DAKOTA 0 0 0 38
OHI0 7 7 7 19
OKLAHOMA 31 0 0__ 8
OREGON 0 4b 18 9
PENNSYLVANIA 13 13 7 23
PUERTO RICO 50 0 0 0
RHODE |SLAND 14 14 14 14
SOUTH CAROLINA f 25 13 19
SOUTH DAKOTA 0 0 20 20
TENNESSEE 11 5 0 32
TEXAS 5 1 5 14
UTAH _ 12 0 0 33
VERMONT 0 a8 0 25
VIRGINIA 0 20 7 33
WASH I NGTON 8 31 15 8
WEST VIRGINIA 0 21, 1 50
WISCONSIN 13 17 4 29
UNITED STATES 127 14% 8% 227
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TABLE 25. CHARACTERISTICS SOUGHT IN COLLEGE SUPERVISORS.

38

Subject Matter Competency
Possession of Doctor's Degree

Characteristics Sought*
1 2 3 ) 5 6
ALABAMA 59% 297 12% 6% 6% 0%
ALASKA 100 0 0 0 0 0
ARIZONA 0 0 1100 0 0 0
ARKANSAS 40 20 30 10 0 0
CALIFORNIA 58 24 11 13 0 5
COLORADC 36 55 18 9 .0 0
CONNECT ICUT 55 27 Q 18 0 0
DIST. OF COL. 67 33 33 0 0 0
FLORIDA 39 '3 23 0 0 8
GEORGIA 77 29 18 18 é 0
| DAHO 33 33 33 0 0 0
ILLINOIS 33 33 33 13 0 0
INDIANA 42 27 31 12 0 0
| OWA 27 46 8 15 0 38
KANSAS 33 22 22 11 0 6
KENTUCKY 47 27 27 0 0 0
LOU IS 1ANA 57 14 14 0 7 7
MA INE 30 40 20 0 10 0
MARYLAND 38 25 25 13 0 0
MASSACHUSETTS 33 18 32 15 3 6
MICHIGAN 25 40 25 0 0 5
MINNESOTA 50 30 15 10 0 0
MISSISSIPPI 55 18 18 27 0 9
MISSOURI 50 25 15 10 0 0
MONTANA 67 33 0 0 0 0
NEBRASKA 50 43 14 14 0 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 50 38 25 13 0 0
NEW JERSEY 67 13 33 7 0 0
NEW MEXICO 38 50 13 25 0 15
. NEW YORK 36 31 22 19 0 5
NORTH CAROLINA}} 39 29 14 14 4 7
NORTH DAKOTA 50 0 25 13 0 13
OHI0 57 21 10 12 0 5
OKLAHOMA 15 39 23 8 8 8
OREGON 55 9 18 0 0 9
PENNSYLVANIA 39 23 28 10 0 5
PUERTO RICO S0 0 0 50 0 0
RHODE 1 SLAND - 71 14 0 0 0 14
SOUTH CAROL INA 44 19 25 25 0 0
SOUTH DAKOTA 50 40 20 0 0 0
TENNESSEE 37 32 11 16 0 11
TEXAS 45 26 24 7 0 _ 2
UTAH 33 50 17 0 0 0
VERMONT 50 25 13 13 0 0
VIRGINIA 47 47 13 27 0 0
WASHINGTON 62 15 23 0 0 0
WEST VIRGINIA 43 50 7 1 0 7
WISCONSIN 50 42 13 8 4 4
UNITED STATES 452% 297 | 20% 11% 1% 47
*1. Human Relations Skills 4,
2. Knowledge of Teaching Methodology 5.
3. A Commitment to Supervisions 6. Other

G




Table 26 deals with the percentage of institutions at which college
supervisors hold joint appointments in two departments. For imstance, this
table shows that at 37% of the responding institutions, at least some of the
college supervisors hold joint appointments in two departments. Of course,
like all the other tables in this report, table 26 alsc shows this same
information for each state and territory from which completed questionnaires
were received.

TABLE 26. COLLEGE SUPERVISORS HOLD JOINT APPOINTMENTS IN TWO DEPARTMENTS.

Yes Yes

ALABAMA 47% MONTANA 50%
ALASKA ' 0 NEBRASKA 36
AR|ZONA 0 ' NEW HAMPSHIRE 63
ARKANSAS 30 NEW JERSEY 27
CALIFORNIA 42 NEW MEX1CO . 13
COLORADO 9 NEW YORK 42
CONNECT ICUT 55 NORTH CAROL INA 36
DIST. OF COL. 17 NORTH DAKOTA 50
FLORIDA 46 OHIO 43
GEORGIA 41 OKLAHOMA 31
| DAHO 1K 33 OREGON 55
ILLINOIS 32 PENNSYLVANIA 26
IND | ANA 46 PUERTO RICO 50
| OWA 50 RHODE ISLAND - 57
KANSAS 44 SOUTH CAROLINA 25
KENTUCKY 20 SOUTH DAKOTA 30

LOUISIANA 16 TENNESSEE 32
MAINE 50 TEXAS 33
MARYLAND : _38 UTAH 33
MASSACHUSETTS 16 VERMONT 13
MICHIGAN 18 YIRGINIA 20
MINNESOTA 925 WASHINGTON 46
MISSISSIPPI 16 ) WEST VIRGINIA 43
MISSOURI 50 WISCONSIN 54

UNITED STATES 37%

‘ Institutions were asked to explain the joint appointment arrangement
* if they had college supervisors who held such appointments. The vast

’ majority of these institutions reported that the joint appointments were
between the student teaching department (or education department, or secon-
dary education department) and one of the academic departments (history
English, art, music, etc.). Though mentioned less frequently, some of the
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other college supervisor joint appointments listed were between: the stu-
'dent teaching department and a public school (variations of the clinical
professorship); educaticn department and psychology department; and student
teaching department and secondary education department or elementary
education department. A few institutions also reported that some college
supervisors devoted part of their time to other administrative positions
such as director of placement, director of upward bound program, etc.

The Student Teachers Themselves. Items 37 through 51 dealt with the
student teachers themselves. This section of the report shows the results
of these questions.

Table 27 shows the enrollment of student teachers during the 1966-67
academic year. As this table shows, for the entire country, 9% of the
respondents reported a student teacher enrollment of under 25 for the 1966-67
academic school year; 19% reported a student teacher enrollment of 25-49;
26% reported between 50-99 student teachers; 26% reported between 100-299
student teachers; 9% reported between 300-499 student teachers; 5% reported
between 500-699 student teachers; 47 reported between 700-999 student
teachers; 27 reported between 1,000-2,000 student teachers; and 3 institu-
tions actually reported an enrollment of more than 2,000 student teachers,
however, they constitute less than one-half of one per cent and this value
is therefore rounded off to 0% on table 27.

Table 28 shows the student teacher enrollment during the 1967 summer
session. For the entire country, 67% of the respondents indicated they
did not have any student teachers during the 1967 summer session. Thirteen
per cent of all respondents reported between 1-10 student teachers during the
1967 summer session; 9% reported between 11-25 summer student teachers; 4%
reported between 26-50 summer student teachers; 4% reported between 51-100
summer student teachers; and 1% reported between 101-15C summer student
teachers. A total of 5 institutions actually reported summer student teacher
enrollments of more than 150; 3 of these reported between 15i-200 summer
student teachers, 1 reported between 201-300 summer student teachers, and 1
reported over 300 summer student teachers.

Table 29 deals with the type of grade used for student teaching.
This table shows that 82% of all responding institutions use a letter
grade (A, B, C, etc.) for student teaching; 8% use Pass or Fail; 6% use
Satisfactory or Unsatisfactory; and 4% checked the "other' category on this
item. Some of the 'other" grading systems mentioned included: credit or
non-credit; honors, high pass, pass, or fail; honors, satisfactory, or
unsatisfactory; A or B for passing, C for failure; letter grade or pass, fail,
on an option bases; letter grade for part-time student teaching, satis-
factory or unsatisfactory for full-time student teaching.
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TABLE 27. STUDENT TEACHER ENROLLMENT DURING THE 1966-67 ACADEMIC SCHOOL YEAR.

Under|! 25- | %50- | 100- | 300~ | 500~ |} 700- | 1000- | Over
25 49 99 299 499 699 999 2000 2000
ALABAMA 0% 18% | 18% 47% 0% 6% 0% 0% 6%
ALASKA 50 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
AR1ZONA 0 0 50 0 0 0 0 50 0
ARKANSAS 0 20 20 40 20 0 0 0 0
CALIFORNIA 11 34 21 13 11 5 5 0 0
COLORADO 0 9 27 27 27 0 0 9 0
CONNECT ICUT 0 27 18 27 9 0 18 0 0
DIST. OF COL. 17 50 17 17 0 0 0 0 0
FLORIDA 8 8 15 31 15 15 8 0 0
GEORGIA 12 12 29 41 6 0 0 0 0
| DAHO 0 0 33 67 0 0 0 0 0
i LLINOIS 15 23 25 10 3 8 3 5 0
IND I ANA 8 19 27 31 0 0 12 4 0
| OWA 4 8 54 23 4 4 4 0 0
KANSAS 6 39 22 11 11 11 0 0 0
KENTUCKY 0 20 40 13 7 20 0 0 0
LOUIS|ANA 7 0 36 36 21 0 0 0 0
MA INE ‘ 30 30 10 20 10 0 0 0 0
MARYLAND 13 50 13 13 6 0 6 0 0
MASSACHUSETTS 12 15 30 27 3 6 3 3 0
MICHIGAN 0 10 40 25 10 0 5 0 10
MINNESOTA 0 10 25 45 10 5 5 0 0
MISSISSIPPI 0 9 18 36 18 9 0 0 0
MISSOUR| 10 20 20 25 20 5 0 0 0
MONTANA 0 33 17 50 0 0 0 0 0
NEBRASKA 36 64 C 0 0 0 0 0 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 25 25 13 38 0 0 0 0 0
NEW JERSEY 20 33 7 7 0 13 20 0 0
NEW MEXICO 0 25 38 38 0 0 0 0 0
NEW YORK 15 22 20 12 14 9 5 3 0
NORTH CAROL INA| 0 18 19 19 0 4 0 0 0
NORTH DAKOTA 0 25 13 38 25 0 0 0 0
OHIO S 14 24 38 7 2 2 7 0
OKLAHOMA 0 0 23 46 8 23 0 0 0
OREGON 18 C 46 18 18 0 0 0 0
PENNSYLVANIA - 16 16 31 15 1 7 5 2 0
PUERTO RICO 0 0 50 0 50 0 0 0 0
RHODE I SLAND 0 14 | .43 29 14 0 0 0 0
SOUTH CAROLINA 13 6 44 31 6 0 0 0 0
SOUTH DAKOTA 0 10 30 50 10 0 0 0 0
TENNESSEE 11 11 26 32 11 11 0 0 0
TEXAS 7 21 17 26 12 7 5 0 0
UTAH 17 0 17 17 0 17 17 17 0
VERMONT 25 38 13 25 _ 0 0 0 0 0
VIRGINIA 13 | 27 20 20 20 0 0 0 0
WASH INGTON 15 8 8 31 15 8 15 0 0
WEST VIRGINIA 7 7 29 43 14 0 0 0 0
W1 SCONSIN 8 13 33 25 21 0 0 0 0
UNITED STATES 97 1| 19%] 26% 26% 9% 5% 4% 2% 0,
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TABLE 28. STUDENT TEACHER ENROLLMENT DURING 1967 SUMMER SESSION.

0 1-10 11-25 26-50 51-100 101-150
ALABAMA 35% 24 % 182 18% (14 0%
ALASKA 100 0 0 0 0 0
‘ARIZONA 0 0 50 0 50 0
ARKANSAS 90 0 0 10 0 0
CALIFORNIA 50 16 16 5 13 0
COLORADO 82 0 18 0 0 0
CONNECT ICUT 73 0 0 9 18 0
DIST. OF COL. 83 0 17 0 0 0
FLORIDA 77 23 0 0 0 0
GEORGIA 77 0 6 6 0 6
| DAHO 33 33 33 0 0 0
ILLINOIS 48 20 15 . 8 5 3
INDIANA 58 23 19 0 0 0
IOWA 62 23 8 0 8 0
KANSAS 56 28 6 (7 6 0
KENTUCKY 33 _33 13. 13 7 0
LOUISTANA 93 _ 0 0 0 0 7
MA INE 90 0 0 0 0 0
MARYLAND 69 13 0 6 0 0
MASSACHUSETTS 76 3 3 12 3 0
MICHIGAN 0 10 40 25 10 0
MINNESOTA 55 15 5 5 0 10
MISSISSIPPI 73 0 9 0 0 0
MISSOURI 50 5 25 15 5 0
MONTANA 33 50 0 17 0 0
NEBRASKA 64 14 14 0 7 0
NEW_HAMPSH I RE 100 0 0 0 0 0
NEW_JERSEY 100 _ 0 0 0 0 0
NEW MEXICO 13 75 13 _ 0 0 0
NEW YORK 88 5 2 2 0 2
NORTH CAROL INA} 82 11 4 0 4 0
NORTH DAKOTA 13 38 38 13 0 0
OHI0 69 17 5 2 5 0
OKLAHOMA 69 23 8 0 -0 0
OREGON 13 9 18 0 0 0
PENNSYLVANIA 77 10 3 3 5 2
PUERTO RICO 100 0 0 0 0 0
RHODE {SLAND - 100 0. 0 0 0 0
SOUTH CAROLINA 69 6 13 0 0 13
SOUTH DAKOTA 40 10 10 20 10 0
TENNESSEE 42 11 32 11 0 0
TEXAS 91 2 2 0 0 2
UTAH 50 50 0 0 0 0
VERMONT 88 0 0 0 13 0
VIRGINIA 73 7 13 7 0 0
WASH I NGTON 62 23 8 0 0 0
WEST VIRGINIA 43 14 21 7 14 0
WISCONSIN 46 25 13 4 8 4
UNITED STATES 677% 13% 9% 4% 47 17

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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TABLE 29. TYPE OF GRADE USED FOR STUDENT TEACHING.

O o ¢ s S|

s X T b, 25

IR T

Letter Pass or Satisfactory or
Grade Fail Unsatisfactory Other

ALABAMA 88% 6% 6% 0%

; ALASKA 100 0 0 0
= 9 ARIZONA 0 50 0 50
ARKANSAS 90 10 0 0

CALIFORNIA 55 29 5 8

4 COLORADO 100 0 0 0
CONNECT ICUT 89 0 0 18

DIST. OF COL. 100 0 0 0

FLORIDA . 62 8 23 8

GEORGIA 77 18 6 0

IDAHO 100 0 0 0

ILLINOIS 80 8 8 _ 3

INDIANA 77 4 19 0

1OWA 89 8 0 4

KANSAS 94 6 0 0

KENTUCKY 33 13 33 13

; LOUISIANA 03 0 7 0
MAINE 70 0 10 20
% MARYLAND 81 6 0 6
MASSACHUSETTS 9] 3 3 3

| MICHIGAN 85 10 5 0
§ MINNESOTA _60 20 15 5
: MISSISSIPPI 9] 0 0 0
MISSOURI 90 10 0 0

MONTANA 100 0 0 0

NEBRASKA 93 0 0 7

NEW HAMPSHIRE 88 0 0 13

NEW JERSEY §7 13 0 0

NEW MEXICO , 88 0 13 0

NEW YORK 70 7 17 7

NORTH CAROL INA 93 _0 7 0

NORTH DAKOTA 75 0 25 0

OHIO 74 10 12 5

OKLAHOMA 62 15 23 0

OREGON 46 46 0 9

PENNSYLVANIA 90 7 0 3

PUERTO RICO 100 0 0 0

RHODE |SLAND - 100 .0 0 0

SOUTH CAROLINA 88 12 0 0

SOUTH DAKOTA 100 0 0 0

TENNESSEE 90 11 0 0

TEXAS 88 5 2 2

UTAH 50 33 0 17

VERMONT 75 , 0 13 13

VIRGINIA 93 - 7 0 0

* WASHINGTON 62 23 15 0
WEST VIRGINIA 93 0 0 0

WISCONSIN 88 4 4 4
g UNITED STAJES 82% 6% 8% 47
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Respondents were asked to rank, according to importance, those who
participate in the evaluation of student teachers. Table 30 shows the
results of that question. This table indicates that 53% of the respondents
ranked the cooperating teacher as the very most important person in the
evaluation of the student teacher; 48% said the college supervisor was the
very most important; 15% said the director of student teaching was the
most important; and 2% said the principal of the cooperating school was
the very most important person in the evaluation of student teachers.

Table 30 further shows that 42% of the respondents indicated that the
cooperating teacher was the second most important person in the evaluation

of student teachers; 43% ranked the college supervisor as the second most
important; 12% ranked the director of student teaching as the second most
important; and 6% ranked the principal of the cooperating school as the
second most important person in the evaluation of student teachers. Approxi-
mately 3% of the respondents indicated that the student teacher also has a
voice in his or her own evaluation.

Table 31 deals with three aspects of student teaching. First, this
table shows the per cent of institutions at which student teachers have
classroom observation experiences prior to the student teaching assignment.
For instance, for the entire country, 91% of the respondents indicated that
their student teachers did have some observation experiences prior to, stu-
dent teaching. Table 31 further shows that 72% of the responding institu-
tions allow the student teacher to have some choice in his or her assignment.
Most institutions further explained that their student teachers could
"request" a certain assignment but did not have absolute assurance of
getting the exact assignment requested. Respondents were also asked to
indicate whether or not they provided teaching in disadvantaged areas.
Table 31 also shows the results of this question. It can be noted that
75% of all respondents indicated that they did provide this opportunity.

Table 32 shows the results of a question dealing with the practice
of placing more than one student teacher in a given classroom at the same
time. This table shows that 62% of all respondents reported that they '"never"
place more than one student teacher in a classroom at the same times 297%
reported that they "rarely” do this; 4% reported that they do this "quite
often"; and 2 institutions reported that they "always" place more than one
student teacher in a given classroom at the same time (however, they con-.
stitute less than one~half of one per cent and therefore are reported as

0% on table 32).

Table 33 shows the average per cent of time that student teachers
spend in cbservation, participation, and actual teaching. As this table
shows, for the entire country, the average student teacher devotes 20% of
the time to observation, 24% of the time to participation, and 562 of the
time to actual teaching.
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TABLE 30.

RANK IMPORTANCE OF STUDENT TEACHER EVALUATORS.

Cooperating College Director of Cooperating
Teacher Supervisor Student Teaching Principal
Rank 1 | Rank 2 | Rank 1 | Rank 2| Rank 1| Rank 2 | Rank 1 | Rank 2
ALABAMA 53% 47% 417 59% 02 0% 0% 67%
ALASKA 0 100 100 0 0 0 0 0
AR|ZONA 100 0 0 50 0 0 0 50
ARKANSAS 60 40 40 60 0 0 0 0
CALIFORNIA 45 47 55 3 13 13 3 11
COLORADO 64 36 46 55 0 9 0 0
CONNECT ICUT 73 27 55 36 18 9 9 0
DIST. OF COL. 83 17 17 50 17 17 0 0
FLORIDA 39 62 62 31 0 15 0 0
GEORGIA 53 47 53 41 6 12 0 6
| DAHO 67 33 33 67 0 0 0 0
ILLINOIS 45 50 55 38 ) 3 0 0
IND|ANA 69 23 39 54 16 8 4 4
| OWA 54 35 46 39 19 4 0 4
KANSAS 67 33 44 44 6 6 0 6
KENTUCKY 93 7 0 73 7 7 0 13
LOUIS|ANA 71 21 36 57 14 14 0 7
MA INE 40 40 30 60 40 0 0 0
MARYLAND 38 44 50 44 13 6 6 0
MASSACHUSETTS 36 49 64 33 9 6 3 3
MICHIGAN 60 35 35 55 10 5 35 55
MINNESOTA 55 35 35 65 5 10 0 0
MISSISSIPP! 27 55 73 18 9 0 0 9
MISSOURI 50 40 40 50 10 5 5 0
MONTANA 50 _50 67 33 0 0 0 0
NEBRASKA 57 43 50 43 0 14 0. 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 88 13 13 75 0 13 0 0
NEW JERSEY 53 47 67 20 7 0 0 13
NEW MEXICO 63 38 38 50 0 25 0 0
NEW YORK 49 42 53 54 7 9 2 2
NORTH CAROL INA} 54 46 54 43 11 0 4 0
NORTH DAKOTA 75 13 ' 38 50 0 13 0 0
OHIO 54 43 57 41 5 2 0 0
OKLAHOMA 46 54 54 39 0 0 0 8
OREGON 27 55 55 36 0 18 0 0
PENNSYLVANIA 39 56 59 34 8 7 0 0
PUERTO RICO 50 50 100 0 0 0 0 50
RHODE | SLAND - 43 43 43 43 29 14 0 0
SOUTH CAROL INA 44 56 69 25 13 0 0 6
SOUTH DAKOTA 30 10 70 30 0 0 0 10
TENNESSEE yl} 21 32 47 11 16 0 5
TEXAS 38 55 57 31 2 7 0 0
UTAH 33 67 67 33 0 0 0 0
VERMONT 63 38 38 50 25 0 0 0
VIRGINIA 53 47 47 47 7 0 0 0
WASH | NGTON 62 31 31 69 0 0 0 0
WEST YIRGINIA 63 36 43 43 0 0 0 14
WISCONSIN 67 21 25 54 21 13 0 4
UNITED STATES 537% 427 48% 437 15% 12% 2% 67
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TABLE 31. STUDENT TEACHERS: OBSERVATION PRIOR TO STUDENT TEACHING; CHOICE
OF ASSIGNMENT; AND OPPORTUNITY TO TEACH DISADVANTAGED.

Have Observation Student Teachers Have Opportunity
Prior to Have Some Choice In to Student Teach
Student Teaching Assignments Disadvantaged

ALABAMA 94% 47% 652

ALASKA 100 . 50 50

AR | ZONA 100 100 100
ARKANSAS 90 90 80
CALIFORNIA .97 71 92
COLORADO _91 91 91

| CONNECT ICUT 91 73 100
; DIST. OF COL. 100 50 100
5 FLORIDA 100 54 92
2t GEORGIA 100 59 77
| DAHO 100 100 67
Sl ILLINOIS 93 75 78
f IND | ANA 89 92 73

; 1 OWA 92 81 58

' KANSAS 94 78 78

i KENTUCKY 100 60 92

i LOUISIANA 100 64 64
! MAINE 100 50 50
MARYLAND 88 63 81
MASSACHUSETTS 88 82 76
MICHIGAN _90 80 35
MINNESOTA 90 70 70
MISSISSIPPI 55 73 73
MISSOURI 70 85 95

MONTANA 100 67 33

| NEBRASKA 93 86 50
| NEW HAMPSHIRE 88 88 63
% NEW JERSEY 93 93 73
NEW MEXICO 88 63 88

NEW YORK 86 70 80

NORTH CAROL INA 96 50 79

NORTH CAKOTA 88 _100 50

' OHIO 95 60 76

N OKLAHOMA 77 100 77
| OREGON 100 73 55
PENNSYLVANIA 95 66 62

PUERTO RICO 100 50 100

RHODE ISLAND - 57 71 86

SOUTH CAROLINA 94 56 88

SOUTH DAKOTA 90 80 20
TENNESSEE 79 63 84

! TEXAS 95 74 83
! UTAH 83 67 67
! VERMONT 88 75 38
VIRGINIA 87 93 . 80

WASH INGTON 100 92 77

WEST VIRGINIA 92 79 64
WISCONSIN 92 79 75
} UNITED STATES 91% 727 15%

©
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TABLE 32,

PLACEMENT OF MORE THAN ONE STUDENT TEACHER IN A GIVEN

CLASSROOM AT THE SAME TIME.
Quite
Never Rarely Often Always
ALABAMA 292 592 12% (14
ALASKA 50 50 0 0
AR | ZONA 50 50 0 0
ARKANSAS 50 50 0 0
CALIFORNIA 82 18 0 0
COLORADO 82 9 0 0
CONNECT ICUT 55 36 9 0
DIST. OF COL. 50 50 0 0
FLORIDA 62 31 8 0
GEORGIA 65 © 35 0 0
IDAHO 67 33 0 0
ILLINOIS 65 35 0 0
INDIANA 81 19 0 0
1 OWA 17 23 0 0
KANSAS 78 22 0 0
KENTUCKY 33 53 13 0
LOUISIANA 29 29 36 7
MA INE 80 0 20 0
MARYLAND 69 19 13 0
MASSACHUSETTS 61 36 3 0
MICHIGAN 10 40 25 5
MINNESOTA 85 15 0 0
MISSISSIPP! 36 55 0 0
MISSOURI 75 25 0 0
MONTANA 13 67 0 0
NEBRASKA 50 50 0 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 50 25 25 0
NEW JERSEY 93 7 0 0
NEW MEXICO 100 0 0 0
NEW YORK 68 29 3 0
NORTH CAROL | NA} 75 18 4 0
NORTH DAKOTA 15 25 0 0
OHI0 11 24 5 0
OKLAHOMA 46 54 0 0
OREGON 82 9 9 0
PENNSYLVANIA 74 25 2 0
PUERTO RICO 0 0 100 0
RHODE |SLAND - 43 57 0 0
SOUTH CAROCLINA 69 31 0 0
SOUTH DAKOTA 60 40 0 0
TENNESSEE 63 37 0 0
TEXAS 81 17 0 0
UTAH 33 50 17 0
VERMONT 100 0 0 0
VIRGINIA 67 33 . 0 0
WASHINGTON 92 8 0 0
WEST VIRGINIA 36 57 7 0
WISCONSIN 58 42 0 0
UNITED STATES 67% 297 4% 07
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PARTICIPATION, AND ACTUAL TEACHING.

A Y

TABLE 33. MEAN PER CENT OF STUDENT TEACHERS' TIME SPENT IN OBSERVATION,

Mean ler Cent of Time Spent in:

Actual Teaching

Observation Participation

ALABAMA 207 25% 53%
ALASKA 25 25 50
AR | ZONA 20 25 55
ARKANSAS 21 31 49
CALIFORNIA 15 20 66
COLORADO 14 20 68
CONNECT ICUT 19 31 59
DIST. OF COL. 17 20 63
FLORIDA 14 22 64
GEORGIA 22 a2 46
| DAHO 23 26 51
ILLINOIS 20 31 50
IND | ANA 23 25 55
| OWA 23 23 55
KANSAS 20 29 53
KENTUCKY 21 24 56
LOUIS1ANA 22 25 53
MAINE 22 22 59
MARYLAND 20 23 59
MASSACHUSETTS 19 24 60
MICHIGAN 19 26 58
MINNESOTA 20 20 59
MISSISSIPPI 23 W 54
MISSOURI 23 e 54
MONTANA 17 19 68
NEBRASKA 21 28 55
NEW HAMPSHIRE 17 34 48
NEW JERSEY 21 20 63_
NEW MEXICO 15 22 63
NEW YORK 21 26 55
NORTH CAROLINA{ 23 22 55
NORTH DAKOTA 19 19 62
OHIO 15 20 67
OKLAHOMA 19 30 51
OREGON 21 22 57
PENNSYLVANIA 24 22 57
PUERTO RICO 0 0 0
RHODE |1SLAND - 19 24 61
SOUTH CAROLINA 20 22 60 ]
SOUTH DAKOTA 16 22 62 ‘
TENNESSEE 22 25 54
TEXAS 22 32 15
UTAH 13 20 67
VERMONT 13 13 77
VIRGINIA 21 22 57
WASHINGTON 21 29 - 50
WEST VIRGINIA 17 19 66
WISCONSIN 19 23 59
UNITED STATES 20% 242 562 -
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Respondents were asked what per cent of their student teachers fail
their first student teaching assignment and also what alternatives are
available to such students. Table 34 shows the results of these questions.
For instance, this table shows that, for the entire country, 177 of the
respondents indicated that "none" of their student teachers fail; 567
reported that less than 1% fail (1-%); 13% reported that 1% fail; 9%
reported that 2% fail; 2% reported that 3% fail; 1% reported that 4% failj;
and 1% indicated that 5% fail. Table 34 alsoc shows that at 8% of the res-
ponding institutions, student teachers who fail their first student
teaching assignment are automatically eliminated from the teacher education
program. At 412 of the institutions such students are given a second
student teaching assignment after meeting whatever requirements that may
be prescribed. At 25% of the institutions such students may appeal to a
committee which decides on the disposition of each case. At 147 of the
responding institutions some "other" alternatives are available to such
students. - The vast majority of these "other" alternatives consist of a
combination of those already mentioned. Though not mentioned frequently,
some of the more interesting "other" alternatives include: keep at it
until they pass or quit; some students get incompletes, then another
agsignment-~those who fail are out; students are assigned to laboratory
school supervisor whom we feel can best help in areas of deficiency; and
he may graduate without receiving a certificate to teach.

Respondents were also asked to estimate the approximate per cent of
student teachers that are definitely eliminated from teacher education
because they failed student teaching. Table 35 shows the results of thisa
question. For instance, this table shows that for the entire country, 23%
of the respondents indicated that "none" of their student teachers fail and
are thereby eliminated from teacher education; 577 reported that less than
1% (1-%) of their student teachers are eliminated from teacher education
because they failed student teaching; 10% indicated 1% are in this .
category; 4% of the respondents indicated 2%; 2% of the institutions indi-
cated 3%; and 1% of the respondents indicated that 4% of their student
teachers fail and are thereby eliminated from teacher education. Actually
5 dnstitutions reported that more than 4% of their student teachers are in
this category.

Table 36 ghows the major causes of student teacher failure. This
table shows that 23% of all respondents indicated that the major cause
of student teacher failure at their imstitution is 'inability to control
students.”" An additional 18% of the institutions stated that "unwilling-
ness to work" is their major cause of student teacher failure. ''Poor
knowledge of teaching methodology" was stated as the major cause of stu-
dent teacher failure at 13% of the institutions. Nine per cent of the
respondents stated that "inability to get along with other teachers' was
the major reason student teachers failed at their institution. At 7% of
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MEAN PER CENT (¥ STUDENT TEACHERS FAILING FIRST ASSIGNMENT AND
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TABLE 34.
ALTERNATIVES AVAILABRLE TO SUCH STUDENT TEACHERS.
Per Cent Failing First Assignment ‘ Alternatives*
0 1-2 1% 2% 3z 42 Y4 1 2 3 4
ALABAMA 302 | 592 62 0z 62 0% 0% 1221 53z | 122 67
ALASKA 0_1100 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 50 0
AR ZONA 0 1100 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 50 0
ARKANSAS 20 50 20 10 0 0 0 20 20 50 0
CALIFORNIA 11 %0 21 23 0 3 0 ) 58 16 21
COLORADO 9 27 27 18 0 0 9 0 55 27 9
CONNECT ICUT 9 55 0 9 9 0 18 0 55 18 18
DIST. OF COL. 33 50 |-17 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 17
FLORIDA 8 46 23 15 0 0 0 0 39 | 31 23
GEORGIA 18 71 6 6 -0 0 0 12 29 6 35
IDAHO 0 67 0 33 0 0 0 0_1100 0 0
ILLINOIS 13 58 1 18 S5 1L 5 0 3 8 53 1 23 13
IND | ANA 19 1 42 23 | 8 4 0 0 12 35 23 19
1OWA 15 62 _ 8 1|12 4 0 0 19 | 31 35 12
KANSAS 28 1 61 6 6 0 0 0 17 11 44 17
KENTUCKY _13 67 7 7 0 0 7 0 47 33 13
LOUISIANA 14 64 0 14 7 0 0 7 50 | 29 14
MAINE 30_{ 50 10 10 0 0 0 20 30 20 20
MARYLAND 19 56 6 13 0 6 0 6 | 38 13 25
MASSACHUSETTS 24 42 0 _ 1 24 0 3 6 12 27 27 15
MICHIGAN __80 20 1) 0 0 0. 0 5 50 ] 40 5
MINNESOTA 5 65 10 15 5 0 0 0 50 20 20
MISSISSIPPI 18 S4 27 _0 0 0 0 0 46 27 9
MISSOURI 25 60 10 5 0 0 0 5 35 20 20
MONTAN/. 17 50 17 | 17 0 0 0 0 67 17 0
NEBRASKA 29 | 43 14 7 0 7 0 0 21 50 7
NEW HAMPSH IRE 38 50 0 13 0 0 0 _13 50 13 0
NEW JERSEY 33 67 0 0 0 0 0 27 40 7 0
NEW MEXICO 13 50 | 25 0 0 0 13 25 38 38 0
NEW YORK 14 53 15 7. 7 5 0 15 37 22 15
NORTH CAROLINAI{ 18 62 7 4 (€] 0 0 14 29 32 14
NORTH DAKOTA _25 50 25 0 0 0 0 0 63 0 13
OHIO 10 65 10 5 2 4 0 5 53 17 19
OKLAHOMA 15 7 0 8 ] [} 0 0 31 36 8
OREGON 0_| 36 0_| 54 0 9 0 o} 36 ) 46 | 18
PENNSYLVANiA 25 54 12 5 3 0 2 16 34 20 12
e e ' T e
: 29 29 14 0 14 14 0 4 | 57
SOUTH CAROLINA 10 69 12 0 0 0 0 2“ 38 25 19
SOUTH DAKOTA 20 70 0 10 0 0 0 10_ 20 40 0
TENNESSEE 21 63 16 0 0 0 0 0 47 16 16
TEXAS 12 67 17 2 2 0 0 7 38 29 17
UTAH 0 83 0 17 0 0 0 0 50 33 17
VERMONT 25 50 25 0 0 0 0 25 25 0 25
VIRGINIA 13 53 7 7 13 0 0 13 53 13 13
WASH INGTON 0 54 15 23 0 0 8 0 62 23 - 8
WEST VIRGINIA 14 57 121 0 0 0 7 0 71 29 0
WISCONSIN 17 54 25 4 0 0 0 4 46 25 8
UNITED STATES 1721 56% | 13%Z 9% 22 12 | 172 | 8z] 412 257% | 147
%] . Student is eliminated from teacher education.
2. Given second assignment after meeting requirements.
2. gaz appeal to committee. :
. ther. .
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TABLE 35.

t

MEAN PER CENT OF STUDENT TEACHERS THAT FAIL STUDENT TEACHING AND
ARE THEREBY ELIMINATED FROM TEACHER EDUCATION. _

None 1-% 1% 2% 3% 47
ALABAMA 47% 417 0% 67 0% L
ALASKA 0 100 0 0 0 | )
AR ZONA 0 100 0 0 0 0
ARKANSAS 20 60 20 0 0 0
CALIFORNIA 13 53 21 8 3 0
COLORADO 9 46 9 9 0 0
CONNECT ICUT 0 64 0 0 9 7
DIST. OF COL. 17 83 0 0 0 0
FLORIDA 31 31 23 8 0 0
GEORGIA 29 53 6 6 0 0
| DAHO 0 67 33 0 0 0
fLLINOIS 15 65 13 3 5 0
IND | ANA 15 65 12 4 0 0
10WA 19 62 12 8 0 0
KANSAS 22 61 11 6 0 0
KENTUCKY 33 53 1 0 0 0
LOU I SI1ANA 14 71 7 7 0 0
MAINE 20 _60 _ 10 0 0 0
MARYLAND 13 44 25 6 0 0
MASSACHUSETTS 21 47 9 12 6 0
MICHIGAN 20 45 20 15 0 0
MINNESOTA _20_ 55 10 10 5 0
MISSISSIPPI 18 55 18 0 0 0
M1 SSOURI 20 70 5 0 0 0
MONTANA 50 33 17 0 0 0
NEBRASKA 29 50 7 0 0 7
NEW HAMPSH|RE 18 50 0 13 0 0
NEW JERSEY 40 60 0 0 0 0
NEW MEXICO 18 50 0 0 0 0
NEW YORK 20 53 9 12 S 0
NORTH CAROL INA{ 32 _57 4 4 0 0
NORTH DAKOTA 25 63 13 0 0 0
OHIO 21 62 12 2 2 0
OKLAHOMA 39 62 0 0 0 0
OREGON 18 36 27 0 0 9
PENNSYLVANIA 25_ __ 54 13 2 2 0
PUERTO RICO 100 0 0 ) 0 0
RHODE 1SLAND - 43 14 29 14 0 0
SOUTH CAROLINA 50 50 0 0 0 0
SOUTH DAKOTA 30 60 10 o 0 0
TENNESSEE 21 74 0 0 0 0
TEXAS 26 67 7 0 0 0
UTAH 17 67 17 0 0 ]
VERMONT 18 38 25 0 0 0
VIRGINIA 13 73 7 0 7 0
WASHINGTON 8 62 .23 8 0 0
WEST VIRGINIA 21 64 0 14 0 0
WISCONSIN 29 58 13 0 0 0
UNITED STATES 23% 57% 102 4% 27 12
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TABLE 36. MAJOR CAUSES OF STUDENT TEACHER FAILURE.

Major Cause of Failure*

Inability to Get Along with Other

1 2 3 4 5 6
ALABAMA 12% 247 122 6% 18% 12%
ALASKA 50 0 50 0 0 0
AR ZONA 50 0 0 50 0 (1]
ARKANSAS 40 10 0 10 0 20
CALIFORNIA 37 13 18 13 | 8 11
COLORADO 27 9 18 9 0 18 _
CONNECT ICUT 27 0 9 9 18 18
DIST. OF COL. 17 33 17 17 0 0
FLORIDA 31 15 8 0 15 8
GEORGIA 12 6 29 0 12 12
| DAHO 0 33 0 0 .0 33
ILLINOIS 35 25 8 10 5 13
INDIANA 11 12 8 4 8 19
| OWA 39 15 19 0 4 19
KANSAS 17 11 4] 1 6 22
KENTUCKY 13 20 20 27 7 7
LOU i S1ANA 14 36 21 0 14 21
MA I NE 0 30 20 0 20 20
MARYLAND 6 19 19 6 0 19
MASSACHUSETTS 15 18 12 12 3 21
MICHIGAN 15 15 30 15 0 10
MINNESOTA 15 25 15 10 15 25
MISSISSIPPI 9 9 18 18 9 18
MISSOURI 40 10 0 0 5 25
MONTANA 33 17 0 17 17 0
NEBRASKA 36 29 7 0 0 7
NEW HAMPSHIRE 38 25 0 0 0 13
NEW JERSEY 40 13 13 0 7 13
NEW MEXICO 25 38 0 25 13 0
NEW YORK 15 22 9 9 5 22
NORTH CAROLINAJ] 18 14 14 11 11 11
NORTH DAKOTA _38 i3 0 25 25 0
OHIO 17 19 21 19 2 19
OKLAHOMA 8 8 39 8 8 15
OREGON 17 9 0 9 18 9
PENNSYLVANIA 25 20 _10 7 8 12
PUERTO RICO 0 0 0 0 50 0
RHODE |ISLAND - 43 14 0 0 14 14
SOUTH CAROLINA 13 50 6 0 0 0
SOUTH DAKOTA 30 20 10 10 20 10
TENNESSEE 11 21 26 11 16 5
TEXAS 21 21 17 21 2 14
UTAH 33 0 33 0 0 17
VERMONT 25 13 13 0 0 13
VIRGINIA 27 27 13 0 7 7
WASH i NGTON 39 8 23 15 0 15
WEST VIRGINIA 21 21 7 7 14 29
WISCONSIN 21 13 13 8 4 13
UNITED STATES 23% 182 13% 9% 7% 15%
*1, Inability to Control Students 4,
2, Unwillingness to Work
3. Poor Knowledge of Teaching Methodclogy g- poor
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the institutions "poor subject matter background' is the major cause of
student teacher failure. Fifteen per cent of the respondents listed

some '"other" major cause of student teacher failure; the most frequently
mentioned of these being personality conflicts, emotional problems, and
personal problems. Many of the respondents mentioned that they had had so
few failures that it was difficult to generalize about the causes.

Table 37 shows the per cent of respondents that employ the student
teaching center comncept as well as the mean number of such centers. This
table shows that 227% of all respondents do place their student teachers in
centers. Furthermeore, table 37 shows that the mean number of elementary
centers that these institutions have is 8; the mean number of secondary
centers is 9; and the mean total number of centers is 14.

Item 51 on the questionnairz represented an attempt to determine
the extent to whick institutions are actually using some of the rather
widely discussed innovations that are available for use in student teach-
ing programs today. Tables 38 through 42 show the results of this item.

Table 38 shows the extent to which institutions are using video-taping
equipment -and/or tape recorders with their student teachers. Concerning the
use of video-taping equipment, this table shows that 477 of the institu-
tions in the country are not using such equipment at all; 31% are using it
a small amount; 13% are using it a good deal; 3% extensively; and 1% of the
people £illing out the questionnaire said they did not know to what extent
video-taping equipment was being used with student teachers. Regarding
the use of audio tape recorders, table 38 shows that 112 of all respon-
dents reported they did not use such equipment at all with student teachers;
54% reported using tape recorders a small amount with their student
teachers; 25% indicated such equipment is used a good deal; and 6% said
such equipment is used extensively. One per cent of the respendents indi-
cated that they did not know how extensively tape recorders are lLzing used
with their student teachers. . \

Table 39 also deals with innovations. This table shows that 47% of
all respondents reported they did not use micro teaching prior to or dur?ng
student teaching; 28% reported using micro teaching a small amount; 12% &
good deal; 47 extensively; while 1% did not know how extensively micro
teaching is being used at their institutions. This same table shows that
22% of all respondents are not using simulation techniques prior to or :
during student teaching at all; 35% are using such techniques a small ]
amount; 28% a good deal; 8% extensively; and 17 reported they did not know |
how extensively simulation techniques are being used at their institutions.

Table 40 indicates the extent to which the Flander's interaction

analysis technique and/or the Taba's teaching strategies material is being
used with student teachers. For instance, this table shows that 52% of all
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TABLE 37. USE OF THE STUDENT TEACHING CENTER CONCEPT AND MEAN NUMBER
OF SUCH CENTERS.
Have Student
Teaching Mean Number of Such Centers
Centers Elementary Secondary Total
ALABEMA 29% 10 9 18
ALASKA 0 0 0 0
AR{ZONA 0 0 0 0
ARKANSAS 10 3 4 7
CALIFORNIA 11 2 3 4
: COLORADO 18 1 3 2
% CONNECT ICUT 18 4 1 5
: DIST. OF COL. 17 2 1 3
1 FLORIDA 31 18 21 39
| GEORGIA 53 7 9 14
% IDAHO 0 0 0 0
it ILLINOIS 30 8 5 13
IND | ANA 12 16 20 16
; | OWA 23 6 10 15
L KANSAS 6 5 4 )
b KENTUCKY 13 20 15 35
B LOUISTANA 2 4 4 7
. MA INE 0 0 0 0
; MARYLAND 6 12 0 12
MASSACHUSETTS 33 4 3 6
; MICHIGAN 30_ 6 9 6
» MINNESOTA 15 15 38 29
i MISSISSIPPI 27 8 12 15
; MISSOURI 20 3 3 5
, MONTANA : 67 7 6 10
a NEBRASKA 14 8 30 16
o NEW HAMPSHIRE 13 2 2 4
- NEW JERSEY 20 11 8 19
3 NEW MEXICO 25 6 5 6
| NEW_YORK 32 13 10 17
‘ MORTH CAROL INA 18 ) 5 10
. NORTH DAKOTA 38 8 15 18
| OHIO 19 7 4 6
. OKLAHOMA 23 9 11 1
: OREGON 0 1 1 1
, PENNSYLVANIA 18 10 9 16
PUERTO RICO 50 5 .23 38
RHODE |SLAND - 14 0 12 32
SOUTH CAROL INA 19 3 5 6
SOUTH DAKOTA 20 7 13 7
TENNESSEE 26 7 29 34
TEXAS 24 12 11 19
UTAH 33 3 1 4
VERMONT 13 5 10 15
VIRGINIA 13 5 5 9
WASH | NGTON 23 7 7 14
WEST VIRGINIA 29 6 8 14
; WISCONSIN 8 10 9 18
N UNITED STATES 22% 8 9 14
t
i
i
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TABLE 38, USE OF VIDEO-TAPE EQUIPMENT AND TAPE RECORDERS WITH STUDENT TEACHERS.
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— ent Use of Tape
ot ma ) ten-|Don't| Not |A Small|A GoodiExten— Don't
at ‘AlljAmount | Deal |sivelyl!Know |at Al_rAmount Deal |sively . Know
. ALABAMA 47% 29% 6% 0z | 0% | 62 177 12% 0% 0%_ . |

ALASKA 50 50 0 0 0 e 100 0 0 0
AR1ZONA 50 5C 0 0 0 50 50 0 0 0
ARKANSAS 80 10 10 0 0 30 50 20 0 0]
CALIFORNIA 42 40 11 5 0 8 63 24 3 3
COLORADO 27 46 18 9 0 9 73 18 0 0
CONNECT ICUT 18 36 18 0 0 9 46 18 0 0
DIST. OF COL. 33 50 17 0 0 17 33 50 0 0
FLORIDA 62 31 ] 0 0 0 69 31 0 0
GEORGIA 53 24 18 0 0 | 24 35 35 6 0
IDAHO 33 33 33 0 0 0 67 33 0 0
ILLINOIS 48 25 23 0 0 18 68 13 3 0
INDIANA _54 31 8 4 o | 4 62 23 8 0
|0WA 50 27 19 4 0 0 62 23 15 0
KANSAS 39 11 33 12 0 11 44 39 6 0
KENTUCKY 53 27 13 0 0 7 47 33 13 0]
LOU I SIANA 71 21 7 0 0 14 57 29 0 0
MAINE 60 30 10 0 0 20 60 20 0 0
MARYLAND 50 25 6 0 6 19 44 31 0 0
MASSACHUSETTS 33 46 15 0 0_ |21 55 | 12 6 0
MICHIGAN 55 35 5 5 0 0 80 10 5 0
MINNESOTA 55 35 5 0 0 15 65 10 10 0
MISSISSIPPI 46 27 .0 0 0 0 64 18 9 0
MISSOUR| 50 35 15 0 0 |30 35 30 5 0
MONTANA 33 50 0 0 0|17 57 17 0 0
NEBRASKA 29 50 14 0 0 0 50 29 . 0 7
NEW HAMPSHIRE 25 25 38 0 0 13 25 38 25 0
NEW JERSEY 53 33 0 0 7 13 53 27 0 0
NEW MEXICO 50 13 38 0 0 i3 50 13 25 0
NEW YORK 34 46 12 2 2 7 53 25 9 2
NORTH CAROL INAJ] 46 29 14 4 0 14 54 25 4 0
NORTH DAKOTA 38 25 13 0 0 13 50 38 0 0
OHIO 4 45 5 5 0 7 57 29 2 2
OKLAHOMA 62 8 8 8 0 15 54 15 0 0
OREGON 27 36 9 18 0 0 36 55 9 0
PENNSYLVANIA 48 21 16 3 2 10 46 28 15 0
PUERTO RICO 50 50 0 0 0 0 50 50 0 0
RHODE |SLAND 43 57 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0
SOUTH CAROLINA 56 19 13 6 0 13 44 38 6 0
SOUTH DAKOTA 80 0 20 0 0 10 60 10, 20 0
TENNESSEE 63 32 (1 0 0 32 42 21 Q 0
TEXAS 50 24 19 5 0__114 50 26 2 0
UTAH 17 50 33 0 0 0 50 33 0 17
VERMONT 38 25 13 13 0 0 25 63 13 Q
VIRGINIA 47 33 13 71 0 20 60 13 0 1
WASH INGTON 54 31 15 0 0 8 39 31 | 23 ]
WEST VIRGINIA 57 21 7 0 0 21 43 21, 0 0
WISCONSIN 58 25 13 0 0 4 50 42 0 0

UNITED STATES |1 47% 312 13% 3zl 1z [1i% 54% 252 62 1%,
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TABLE 39. USE OF MICRO TEACHING AND THE SIMULATION TECHNIQUE PRIOR TO OR DURING
STUDENT TEACHING.

Use of Micro Teaching

Use of the Simulation Technique

Fen®
JHe

Not |A Small|A Good |Exten-|Don't| Not |A Small|A Good|Exten-|Don't
at All} Amount | Deal |sively|Know |at All| Amount| Deal |sively|Know
ALABAMA 41% 352 6% 0% 0% | 187 247 29% 0% 0z
ALASKA 50 50 0 0 0 0 50 50 0 0
AR ZONA 50 50 0 ) 0 0 0 | 100 0 0
ARKANSAS 70 10 0 0 10 40 10 40 0 0
CALIFORNIA 47 34 5 5 3 26 37 21 8 3
COLORADO 27 46 18 0 0 9 27 36 18 0
CONNECT ICUT 18 27 9 0 0 9 36 27 0 0
DIST. OF COL, 67 33 0 Q 0 33 17 50 0 0
FLORIDA 62 15 15 0 8 15 46 15 8 15
GEORGIA 65 12 18 6 0 19 18 47 6 0
IDAHO 33 67 0 Q 0| 33 33 33 0 0
ILLINOIS 38 35 18 3 G 33 35 10 8 3
INDIANA 46 42 0 4 0 15 35 23 15 8
1OWA 46 35 19 0 0 33 42 27 4 4
KANSAS 44 17 28 11 0 33 33 33 0 0
KENTUCKY 40 33 13 L 0 13 27 40 13 0
LOU I SIANA _57 14 29 0 0 14 43 36 7 0
MA INE 50 20 20 0 Q__1 40 20 40 0 0
MARYLAND 63 19 6 0 6 19 25 44 0 0
MASSACHUSETTS 49 24 12 3 0 24 36 18 9 3
MICHIGAN 40 50 0 0 0 30 35 20 5 0
MINNESOTA 45 30 15 10 0 15 40 35 S5 0
MISSISSIPPI 46 18 9 0 0 18 36 9 27 0
M1SSOURI 30 50 15 0 0 25 30 40 5 0
MONTANA 33 33 0 0 0 0 33 50 0 17
NEBRASKA 43 36 7 7 0 7 29 36 21 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 63 25 0 0 0 0 25 63 0 0
NEW JERSEY 60 27 7 0 0 20 13 40 13 0
NEW MEXICO 50 0 50 0 G 13 _ 38 50 0 0
NEW YORK 44 24 17 2. 5 24 46 20 3 0
NORTH CAROLINA|] 54 18 11 4 4 11 32 30 11 0
NORTH DAKOTA 38 .25 0 13 0 25 38 13 13 0
OHIO 43 38 10 2 0 12 48 33 5 0
OKLAHOMA 46 0 15 23 0 23 23 15 15 0
OREGON 36 27 18 18 0 9 36 18 18 0
PENNSYLVANIA 44 31 15 3 0 19 39 26 10 2
PUERTO RICO 50 50 0 0 0 50 50 0 0 0
RHODE ISLAND 71 29 0 0 0 14 57 29 0 0
SOUTH CAROLINA 56 31 6 6 0 25 13 31 25 6
SOUTH DAKOTA 100 0 0 0 0 10 70 20 0 0
TENNESSEE 47 32 5 0 0 37 37 11 0 0
TEXAS 50 19 17 5 0 29 33 24 5 2
UTAH 17 33 17 33 0 17 50 0 33 0
VERMONT 13 38 13 13 0 0 38 25 25 0
VIRGINIA 73 13 13 0 0 i3 40 27 7 0
WASH INGTON 46 23 23 8 0 15 23 31 31 0
WEST VIRGINIA 50 21 7 7 0 36 7 36 14 0
WISCONSIN 46 29 13 4 0 38 38 21 0 0
UNITED STATES 47% 28% 12% 4% 1% | 22% 35% 28% 8% 1%
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USE OF THE FLANDER'S INTERACTION ANALYSIS TECHNIQUE AND TABA'S TEACHING

TABLE 40,
STRATEGIES MATERIAL DURING STUDENT TEACHING.
Use of Flander's Interaction Use of Taba's Teaching
Analysis Technique Strategies Material .

Not T A Small]A Good|Exten-|Don't| Not |A Small|A Good |[Exten- Don't

at All| Amount | Deal |sively|Know jat All|Amount | Deal |sively Know g g
ALABAMA 47% 29% 6% 0% 0% 1 47% 187 67 0% 6% | |
ALASKA 0 50 | 50 0 0 0 0 50 50 0
AR1ZONA 50 50 0 0 0_ |50 50 0 0 0
ARKANSAS 70 10 10 0 10 80 0 10 ) 10
CALIFORNIA 47 32 3 3 8 55 18 5 5 8
COLORADO 46 36 0 9 0 64 18 0 0 9
CONNECT ICUT 46 18 0 0 0 46 9 0 9 8
DIST. OF COL. 50 0 33 0 17 67 0 33 0 0
FLORIDA 62 | 23 8 0_| 8 | 62 23 0 0 115
GEORGIA _82 12 6 0 0 82 12 0 0 6 |
|DAHO 33 67 0 0 0 1100 0 0 0 0
ILLINOIS 50 33 8 0 5 68 8 5 0 13
IND |ANA 58 12 8 4 8 65 15 0 0 8
|OWA 50 31 8 4 4 73 12 0 0 12
KANSAS 33 44 11 6 6 83 6 0 0 il
KENTUCKY 60 _ 13 7 7 0 80 0__ 0 0 7
LOUISIANA 79 14 0 0 7 85 7 0 0 7
MA INE 60 30 0 0 0 70 20 0 9 1.0
MARYLAND 69 19 0 0 6 75 6 6 0 6
MASSACHUSETTS 52 24 3 0 12 67 12 3 0 9
MICHIGAN 45 39 10 0 5 60 15 0 0 10
MINNESOTA 60 10 25 0 0 75 5 5 0 5
MISSISSIPPI 46 36 0 0 C 64 18 0 0 0
MISSOURI 70 25 0 0 0 80 10 _ 0 0 5
MONTANA 50 17 17 0 0 33 17 33 0 0
NEBRASKA 50 29 14 0 0 71 14 0 0 7
NEW HAMPSHIRE 50 0 13 0 13 38 13 13 0 13
NEW JERSEY 53 13 13 0 7 67 7 7 0 7
NEW MEXICO 50 25 13 0 13 50 38 13 0 0
NEW YORK 36 36 7 3 9 56 15 3 0 14
NORTH CAROL INA 61 14 4 0 0 68 7 0 0 4
NORTH LUAKOTA 50 25 0 0 0 75 0 0 0 0
OHIO 50 31 7 7 0 71 14 ) 0 7
OKLAHOMA 62 15 8 0 0 69 15 0 0 0
OREGON 18 9 64 9 0 27 27 36 9 0
PENNSYLVANIA 36 33 13 3 5 64 18 3 0 3
FUERTO RICO 100 0 0 0 0 ]100 0 0 0 0
RHODE |SLAND - 43 43 0 0 14 86 0 0 0 14
SOUTH CAROL INA 81 19 0 0 0 75 13 6 0 6
SOUTH DAKOTA 80 10 0 0 10 90 0 0 0 10
TENNESSEE 53 21 5 0 0 68 11 0 0 0
TEXAS 67 19 2 2 0 71 _ 14 5 0 0
UTAH 0 83 17 0 0 17, 67 0 17 0
VERMONT 38 25 13 0 0 50 _0 0 0 13
VIRGINIA 80 7 0 7 7 87 0 0 0 13
WASHINGTON 39 39 15 8 0 62 23 15 0 0
WEST VIRGINIA 50 29 7 0 0 64 7 0 0 14
WISCONSIN 38 42 13 0 4 67 13 4 0 8
UNITED STATES 527% 267 8% 2% 47 | 66% 137 b7 17 7%
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respondents do not use the Flander's interaction analysis technique at all:
26% use it a small amount; 8% reported using this technique a good deal;
while 4% use this technique extensively. Four per cent of the respondents
indicated they did not know how extensively this technique is used at their
institutions.

Table 40 further shows that 667 of all respondents do not use the
Taba's teaching strategies material at all during student teaching; 13% use
this material a small amount; 4% a good deal; 17 extensively; and 77 indi-
cated they did not know how extensively this material is used with their
student teachers.

Table 41 indicates that 45% of all respondents do not use Bloom's
taxonomy of educational objectives material at all with their student
teachers; 257 use this material a small amount; 13% a good deal; 3% exten-
sively; and 57 did not know to what extent this material is being used with
their student teachers.

Table 41 also shows that 45% of all respondents do not use sensitivity
training at all with their student teachers; 24% use it a small amount; 117
a good deal; 37 extensively; and 77 reported they did not know to what
extent sensitivity training is being used with their student teachers.

Table 42 shows the extent of the use of small group seminars with
student teachers. Two per cent of all respondents reported that they did
not use such seminars at all; 112 indicated they used small group seminars
with student teachers a small amount; 317 a good deal; 537 extensively;
and 3 respondents reported they did not know how extensively such seminars
are used at their institutions (however, these constitute less than one-
half of one per cent and therefore are reported as 0Z on table 42).

Cooperating School Districts and Cooperating Teachers. Items 52
through 63 on the questionnaire dealt with cooperating school districts and

cooperating teachers. This section of the report shows the information
generated by these items.

Table 43 shows the per cent of institutions that have written contracts
with cooperating schools and also the total number of cooperating teachers
utilized during the 1966~67 school year. This table shows that 38% of all
responding institutions have written contracts with their cooperating schools.
Table 43 also shows that 11% of the responding institutions utilized fewer
than 25 cooperating teachers during the 1966-67 school year; 23% utilized
from 26 to 50 cooperating teachers; 25% utilized from 51 to 100 cooperating
teachers; 18% utilized from 101 to 200 cooperating teachers; 137% utilized |
from 201 to 500 cooperating teachers; 7% utilized from 501-1,000 cooperatiing *
teachers; 1% utilized from 1,001 to 1,500 cooperating teachers; and 17
utilized from 1,501 to 2,000 cooperating teachers during the 1966-67 school
year.
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TABLE 41, USE OF BLOOM'S TAXONOMY OF EDUCATIONAL OBJECTIVES MATERIAL AND :
SENSITIVI®Y TRAINING WITH STUDENT TEACHERS. !
Use of Bloom's Taxonomy Use of Sensitivity
of Ed. Objectives Material Training -
' Not |A Small]A Good| Exten-|Don't| Not | A Small[A Good|Exten~ Don't |:
at Al1llAmount | Deal |sively|Know |at Alll Amount | Deal |sively, Know 3
| ALABAMA 182 | 18% 35z | 122 | ox | a7z | 182 12 0% 6% i
f ALASKA 0 50 50 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 {
| ARTZONA 100 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 ;
5 ARKANSAS 60 0 30 0 [ 10 |50 10 20 0 10 |
; CALIFORNIA 32 29 21 8 5 |32 42 11 3 8
% COLORADO 64 18 0 0 9 |73 9 18 0 0 1
; CONNECT ICUT 36 36 0 0 0| 36 18 0 g 0 ’
; DIST. OF COL. 83 17 0 0 0 [33 50 17 0 0 i
§ FLORIDA 31 31 15 23 6__ |39 39 8 8 8 '
i GEORGI1A 71 18 6 0 6 |53 24 12 0 6 4
i 1DAHO 100 0 0 0 0 |67 33 0 0 0 ;
ILLINOIS 48 30 8 0 8 40 28 18 3 8
% IND [ANA 42 23| 19 0 | 8 |42 a_ | 4 4 | 12
f IOWA 19 39 23 4 |12 | 46 23 12 8 8
g KANSAS - 67 11 6 6 |11 |56 6 22 ) 17 :
; KENTUCKY 67 13 0 0 7 140 27 0 7 .1 13 1
g LOUISTANA 57 2 7 7 7_150 21 14 0 7
b MAINE 50 30 10 0 0_1é60 30 10 0 i) f
MARYLAND 63 13 13 0 6 169 13 13 0 0 !
MASSACHUSETTS 42 21 15 i 9 |58 9 12 3 9 .
MICHIGAN 40 20 25 0_] 10 |45 25 10 0 10
MINNESOTA 30 40 25 5 0155 20 5 0 20 i
MISSISSIPPI 36 27 0 0 9 146 18 18 0 0 |
MISSOURI 45 30 15 0 5 155 25 5 0 5
MONTANA 17 33 33 0 0|37 17, 17 0 17
NEBRASKA 57 29 7 0 0 | 29 21 14 0 21 .
NEW_HAMPSHIRE 25 25 25 0 |13 | 25 25 25 0 13 ]
NEW_J ERSEY 60 7 13 0 7_.1.40 20 20 7 0.
NEW MEX1CO 25 50 25 0 0__1 63 25 13 0 I
NEW_YORK 48 20 9 2 ] 10 | 51 22 5 0 9 |4
NORTH CAROLINAIl 46 18 1 0 0__| 46 14 11 | 11 0 i
NORTH DAKOTA 50 13 13 0 0_163 25 0 0 0o
OHI0 43 14 10 0 5 138 43 5 0 2 :
OKLAHOMA 39 15 15 15 0_ | 46 23 15 0 0
OREGON i8 18 46 18 0 |27 36 36 0 0 |
PENNSYLVANIA 34 31 15 2 3_130 26 12 7 13
PUERTO_RICO 50 0 50 0 0_1 50 50 o] 0 0
RHODE_ISLAND - 71 14 (] 0 114 | 57 14 0 0 29
SOUTH_CAROL INA 50 25 6 ! i3 6| 69 0 | 13 13 6
SOUTH DAKOTA |1 90 10 0 0 0_]60 20 10 0 | 10
TENNESSEE 53 21 5 0 0 142 21 11 0 0_!
TEXAS 35 29 5 2 0 S0 17 12 0 2
UTAH 33 67 0 0 0 0 83 0 17 0
VERMOLT _ 38 _o 1 38 0 0 J2s [ 25 | 0O 13 | 0
VIRGINIA 53 13 20 o |13 153 | 22 | 7 o | 13
WASHINGTON 23 54 23 0 0| 54° 31 15 0 0
; « WEST VIRGINIA 64 1 14 0 7 0_1]50 21 0 14 0
WISCONS IN 29 33 29 4 0_| 46 25 8 | 4 1 13
UNITED_STATES 45% 25% 132 3% | 5% | 45% 247 | 31| 3% %
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TABLE 42, USE OF SMALL GROUP SEHINARS WITH STUDENT TEACHERS.

Not A Small - A Good Exten- Don't

at All Amount - Deal sively Know

ALABAMA 0% 0% 297 717 0z
ALASKA 0 0 50 50 0
ARIZONA 0 - 100 0 0 0
ARKANSAS -0 10 40 50 0
CAL!FORNIA 3 13 32 53 0
- COLORADO 9 9 27 55 0
CONNECT ICUT 0 27 18 46 0
DIST. OF COL. 0 0 50 50 0
FLORIDA 0 0 31 69 0
GEORGIA 0 24 18 59 0
IDAHO 0 0 67 33 0
~ILLINOIS 5 10 33 53 0
IND | ANA 0 27 27 42 c
|OWA 0 4 35 62 0
KANSAS 6 0 39 _50 6
KENTUCKY 0 0 13 87 0
LOU I S| ANA 0 14 29 7 0
MA I N 0 40 40 20 0
MARYLAND 0 13 M ) | 56 0
MASSACHUSETTS 6 15 27 49 0
MICHIGAN 0 10 30 - 60 0
MINNESOTA 5 10 40 45 0
“MISSISSIPPI 0 9 46 46 0
MISSOURI 8 15 50 30 0
MONTANA 0 17 17 67 0
NEBRASKA 0 14 29 43 . 7
NEW HAMPSHIRE 0 0 38 50 13
NEW JERSEY : 7 27 13 47 0
NEW MEXICO 0 0 38 63 0
NEW YORK 0 5 32 59 0

'NORTH CAROL INAY 4 11 43 43 0
NORTH DAKOTA 0 0 50 50 0
OHIO 2 7 26 62 0
OKLAHOMA _0_ _15_ 54 23 0
OREGON 0 9 27 64 0
PENNSYLVANI{A 2 13 18 64 0
PUERTO RICO 0 50 0 50 0
RHODE |SLAND: 0__ 43 14 43 0
SOUTH CAROLINA 0 -5 31 63 0
SOUTH DAKOTA 0 40 30 30 0
TENNESSEE 5 11 21 63 0
TEXAS 2 12 24 57 0
UTAH 0 0 33 67 0
VERMONT 0 0 63 25 0
VIRGINIA 7 20 20 47 0
WASHINGTON 0 0 39 62 0
WEST VIRGINIA 0 7 50 43 0
WISCONSIN 0 4 33 58 0

UNITED STATES 2% 117% 317 53% 0%
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TABLE 43.

WRITTEN CONTRACTS WITH COOPERATING SCHOOLS AND TOTAL NUMBER OF
COOPERATING TEACHERS UTILIZED DURING 1966-67 SCHOOL YEAR.

Have Total Number of Coop. Teachers, 1966-67
Written |Under] 26-| 51-| 101- | 201- | 501- ; 1,001-| 1,501-
Contracts | 25 50 100 | 200 500 1,000 { 1,500 2,000
ALABAMA 65% 12% | 24% | 24% | 18% 18% 0% . 6% 0%
ALASKA 0 50 50 0 0 0 0 0 0
AR1ZONA 100 0 0 50 0 0 50 0 0
ARKANSAS 40 0 20 20 40 20 0 0 0
CALIFORNIA 82 16 16 24 18 13 11 0 0
COLORADO 18 0 |18 | 18 | 18 36 0 0 9
CONNECT ICUT 18 18 9 18 27 9 18 0 0
DIST. OF COL. 0 17 33 17 33 0 0 0 0
FLORIDA 92 8 8 23 23 15 23 0 0
GEORGIA 35 12 18 41 24 6 0 0 0
| DAHO 67 0 0 67 33 0 0 0 0
ILLINOIS 38 18 23 | 23 13 18 5 3 0
IND1ANA 17 12 27 31 12 4 12 0 4
| OWA 69 4 19 | 50 15 8 4 0 0
KANSAS 50 11 33 22 0 28 6 0 0
KENTUCKY 53 0 53 20 1 13 7 0 0
LOUISIANA 71 7 114 57 14 7 0 0 0
MAINE 20 65 10 | 10 0 | 20 0 0 0
MARYLAND 13 31 44 6 6 6 6 0 0
MASSACHUSETTS 18 15 21 12 | 36 6 6 0 3
MICHIGAN ° 25 0 35 20 | 15 15 5 5 5
MINNESOTA 60 0 15 35 30 10 5 5 0
MISS1SSIPPI 55 9 18 9 18 36 0 0 0
i1 SSOUR| 5 10 30 15 20 15 5 0 5
MONTANA 17 17 133 17 | 17 17 -0 0 0
NEBRASKA 21 0 29 14 29 14 14 0 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 0 25 38 13 0 13 0 0 0
NEW JERSEY 47 27 27 0 13 0 27 7 0
NEW MEXICO 38 Q 38 25 13 25 0 0 0
NEW YORK 14 14 126 | 19 9 17 10 3 2
NORTH CAROL INA} 11 Q 21 46 18 11 4 0 0
NORTH DAKOTA 63 0 18 25 25 13 0 0 0
OHI0 24 5 | 14 29 | 31 i 12 2 0
OKLAHOMA -~ 23 0 0 39 15 31 8 8 0
OREGON 91 18 18 27 9 27 0 0 0
PENNSYLVANIA 33 15 28 26 10 12 7 0 0
PUERTO RICO 0 50 o 0 50_ 0 0 0 0
RHODE | SLAND 14 14 14 43 | 14 0 14 0 0
SOUTH CAROL INA 25 6 19 63 0 13 0 0 0
SOUTH DAKOTA 80 0 30 20 | 30 20 0 0 0
TENNESSEE 32 11 16 26 32 16 0 0 0
TEXAS 67 10 19 24 14 21 10 0 0
UTAH 17 0 0 0 17 17 33 17 0
VERMONT 13 25 38 13 25 0 0 0 0
VIRGINIA 20 13 27 20 20 20 0 0 0
WASHINGTON 39 15 15 8 23 15 23 0 0
WEST VIRGINIA 79 0 16 21 29 14 0 0 0
W1SCONSIN 21 8 25 33 17 8 8 0 0o !
UNITED STATES 38% 11% | 2372 25%| 18% 13% 7% 1%} 1%
61
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Table 44 shows the mean distance that student teachers are placed from
campus, TFor the elementary student teachers at all responding institutions,
the mean minimum distance is 3 miles, the mean average distance is 18 miles,
and the mean maximum distance is 56 miles. Likewise, for secondary student
teachers, the mean minimum distance is 3 miles, the mean average distance
is 21 miles, and the mean maximum distance is 64 miles.

Table 45 deals with the methods that are used to train cooperating
teachers. The table shows that 527 of the respondents conduct small semi-~
nars with cooperating teachers; 33%Z hold workshops for cocoperating teachers;
31% hold larger conferences on student teaching; 277 offer a formal course
in the supervision of student teaching; 277 mail out student teaching news-
letters to cooperating teachers; 12% send cooperating teachers to state con-
ferences dealing with student teaching; 3% send cooperating teachers to
national conferences dealing with student teaching; while 262Z of the respon-
dents listed some ''other' technique that they use to train cooperating
‘teachers. Of these, the most frequently mentioned were: providing the
cooperating teacher with a student teaching handbook; and holding individual
conferences between the college supervisor and the cooperating teacher.
Though not mentioned frequently, some of the more interesting training
techniques listed were: an NDEA institute on campus for cooperating
teachers; all training done through clinical professors; Association for
Student Teaching materials sent to cooperating teachers; and provide
cooperating teachers with membership in AST.

Table 46 shows the major characteristics sought in cooperating
teachers. This table shows that 457 of the respondents listed willingness
to work with student teachers as the major characteristic they seek in &
cooperating teacher; 247 listed human relations skills; 1572 listed knowledge
of teaching methodology; 12% listed possession of a bachelor's degree; 11%
listed subject matter competency; 3% listed possession of a master's degree;
37 listed possession of a certificate for this type of work; 3 respondents
listed having taken a course in the supervision of student teaching (but
they constitute less than one~-half of one per cent and are therefore reported
as 0% on table 46); and 47% listed some ''other' major characteristic they
seek in cooperating teachers. The most frequently listed of these cther
characteristics were: recommendation of the principal; and successful teach-
ing experience. In viewing table 46, it should be noted that the percentages
shown for the United States total 117%. This is due to the fact that some
respondents listed two or more major characteristics.

Respondents were asked: 'to what extent do your cooperating teachers
exemplify the competencies that you consider to be most important for helping
a student teacher.'" The results of this question is shown in table 47. As
this table shows, 77 stated that they are almost completely satisfied with
the competency of their cooperating teachers; 447 stated that they are very
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TABLE 44. MEAN DISTANCE FROM CAMPUS THAT STUDENT TEACHERS ARE PLACED.

% Mean Distance In Miles
f Elementary Student Teachers Secondary Student Teachers _
i Minimum Average Maximum Minimum Average Maximum
ALABAMA 1 26 61 1 30 80
| ALASKA 2 6 9 1 6 6
| AR | ZONA 1 6 113 1 6 113
| ARKANSAS 6 25 71 6 29 76
é CALIFORNIA 2 9 23 2 10 30
é COLORADO 1 43 144 1 48 148
s CONNECT ICUT 1 11 37 1 13 46
? DIST. OF COL. 2 5 12 2 5 12
i FLORIDA 2 53 132 2 48 119
% GEORGIA 2 26 64 2 26 65
§ IDAHO 1 18 56 1 19 60
: ILLINOIS 4 13 46 3 13 46
IND{ANA 2 17 67 2 20 76
|OWA 1 14 38 1 17 49
: KANSAS 1 12 43 1 13 46
5 KENTUCKY 3 20 54 3 20 60
g LOUISIANA 2 11 26 2 12 30
j MAINE 2 16 30 3 44 94
; MARYLAND 1 15 72 2 14 38
f MASSACHUSETTS 2 11 31 2 12 43
: MICHIGAN 1 12 54 1 24 104
MINNESOTA 17 53 151 4 28 66
MISSISSIPPI 6 39 118 6 41 125
MISSOURI 3 13 38 3 18 53
MONTANA 2 38 126 2 38 126
NEBRASKA 1 56 122 2 67 147
NEW HAMPSHIRE 8 23 54 5 25 73
NEW JERSEY 1 13 40 2 17 53
NEW MEXi{CO 2 15 48 2 11 64
NEW YORK 2 21 74 2 22 74
NORTH CAROL INA] 3 20 69 3 23 85
NORTH DAKOTA 0 14 105 1 21 142
OHIO 1 8 27 2 9 32
OKLAHOMA 1 24 67 _1 24 74
OREGON 1 10 27 2 12 35
PENNSYLVANIA 6 19 44 8 19 41
PUERTO RICO 1 2 3 1 5 10
RHODE 1SLAND - 2 12 95 2 14 79
SOUTH CAROLINA 1 _20 48 1 26 57
SOUTH DAKOTA 1 17 69 1 43 155
TENNESSEE 4 10 25 4 29 62
TEXAS 1 14 42 2 14 42
UTAH 1 13 108 1l 14 140
VERMONT 3 16 53 2 15 56
VIRGINIA 5 18 51 5 22 61
WASHINGTON 3 25 85 3 30 125
WEST VIRGINIA 2 11 39 2 13 53
WISCONSIN 2 12 44 2 15 53
UNITED STATES 3 18 56 3 21 64
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TABLE 45, METHODS USED TO TRAIN COOPERATING TEACHERS.

R Methods Used*
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

ALABAMA 712 297 297 352 247 297% 67 6%
ALASKA 0 50 0 50 0 0 0 0
ARIZONA 0 0 50 _50 100 0 0 0
ARKANSAS . 40 10 30 10 30 0 0 30
CALIFORNIA 55 21 34 32 18 0 0 29
COLORADO 27 27 ‘9 64 9 18 0 27
CONNECTICUT 36 36 46 18 36 18 0 18
DIST. OF COL. 50 83 67 33 33 0 0 33
FLORIDA 54 54 . 54 54 69 0 0 8
GEORGIA 65 41 35 59 12 47 0 29
{DAHO 100 0 0 33 - 0 0 0 0
ILLINOIS 45 40 8 20 38 8 5 23
INDIANA 42 42 39 27 50 12 4 39
10WA 65 31 23 15 31 15 0 39
KANSAS 61 28 33 28 33 6 0 22
KENTUCKY 60 60 60 87 33 13 7 20
LOUISIANA 64 43 64 71 14 50 21 21
MA INE 30 60 50 30 50 20 0 0

© MARYLAND 50 38 44 13 38 25 19 25

' MASSACHUSETTS 49 21 33 61 3 9 3 39
MICHIGAN _75 25 55 50 40 25 10 20

- MINNESOTA 45 50 15 25 25 5 5 35

. MISSISSIPPI 46 18 18 64 36 27 9 9
MISSOURI 60 20 15 5 35 5 5 30
MONTANA 83 17 0 33 0 17 0 17
NEBRASKA 43 64 29 _ 21 50 21 0 7
NEW HAMPSHIRE 50 38 0 38 38 0 0 25
NEW JERSEY 40 7 60 7 13 0 0 47
NEW MEXICO 63 63 0 38 25 0 0 13
NEW YORK 54 31 29 24 25 9 2 20
NORTH CAROLINA|] 61 49 36 25 7 14 0 32
NORTH DAKOTA 63 25 63 63 50 25 13 25
OHIO 43 19 62 12 33 2 2 _36
OKLAHOMA 46 23 15 8 46 0 0 23
OREGON 64 46 36 46 9 0 0 36
PENNSYLVANIA 59 39 34 12 31 21 2 25
PUERTO RICO 50 50 50 50 0 0 0 0
RHODE_1SLAND - 0 14 57 71 14 14 0 29
SOUTH CAROL INA 50 44 31 13 44 6 0 6
SOUTH DAKOTA 60 30 _10 30 20 0 0 30
TENNESSEE 58 26 47 26 16 5 0 26
TEXAS 45 29 12 7 14 14 0 31
UTAH 50 33 33 67 33 0 0 17
VERMONT 25 38 38 13 38 13 0 38
VIRGINIA 60 33 40 13 7 20 0 33
WASH | NGTON 23 46 23 46 23 0 0 49
WEST VIRGINIA 64 36 43 26 36 7 14 43
WISCONSIN 50 29 13 46 25 8 4 29
UNITED STATES 527 33% 317 . 27% 27% 127, 3% 267

. *1." Seminars for coop. teachers 2 Newsletter malled to coop. teachers

2. Workshops for coop. teachers . gen. ng coo teacners to state mfetingg

' 3. Conferences for coop. teachers 7. Sendinf Coop. teachers to national mee ngs

- 4. Formal course 8. Other
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TABLE 46. CHARACTERISTICS SOUGHT IN COOPERATING TEACHERS. §
Characteristics Sought¥* §
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 i
ALABAMA 47% 20% | - 122 62 187 0% 6% 0% 0% o
ALASKA 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 i
AR1ZONA 50 0o _|_0 50 0 0 0 0 0 |
ARKANSAS 60 10 10 30 0 0 0 0 0 |
CALIFORNIA 29 47 21 3 13 0 3 0 5
COLORADO 55_ 18 | 18 9 0 C ) 0 0
CONNECT I CUT 27 18 18 18 9 0 0 0 18 f
DIST. OF COL, || 67 17 17 0 0 0 0 17 0 )
i FLORIDA 23 8 31 15 15 0 0 0 8 :
; GEORG I A '59 35 6 12 0 0 6 0 0
; -1DAHO 33 0 0o | 33 0 0 33 0 0 i
: ILLINOIS 50 8 18 10 10 5 8 0 0 i
IND IANA 31 27 12 15 0 35 0 0 0 i
TOWA 46 19 19 8 4 4 0 0 0 !
KANSAS 39 39 22 17 11 0 0 0 5 _ !
KENTUCKY 40 27 7 13 7 7 0 0 0 )
LOUTS1ANA 29 14 0 7 7 14 29 0 7 i
% MATNE . 10 40 20 20 0 10 0 0 0 i
| MARY LAND 44 6 25 6 13 0 0 6 6
MASSACHUSETTS || 55 15 9 6 12 3 3 0 9
MICHIGAN 45 20 15 15 5 0 0 0 0
MINNESOTA 55 25 10 20 0 e 0 0 0
MiSSISSIPPI 27 36 9 18 11 0 27 0 0
M1SSOURI 50 30 15 15 10 0 0 0 0
MONTANA 50 17 17 0 0 0 0 0 17
NEBRASKA 36 36 14 36 7 0 0 0 7
NEW HAMPSHIRE || 38 25 38 0 13 13 0 0 13
NEW JERSEY 47 33 27 2 20 0 7 0 0
NEW MEXICO 1 25 25 25 13 0 13 0 0 0
NEW YORK 53 14 17 3 12 0 2 0 10
NORTH CAROLINA]] 36 29 7 11 14 4 0 0 14
NORTH DAKOTA 38 13 0 25 0 0 0 0 25
OH10 67 19 10 14 12 2 0 0 2
OKLAHOMA 62 8 0 23 16 0 0 0 0
OREGON 36 46 0 9 9 0 0 0 0
PENNSYLVANIA 46 23 18 8 16 0 3 0 2
PUERTO RICO 50 0 Q 0 50 0 0 0 0
RHODE ISLAND- |} 57 43 14 14 0 0 14 0 0
SOUTH CAROLINA]] 56 6 6 31 25 0 0 56 0
SOUTH DAKOTA 30 40 10 20 20 0 0 0 0
TENNESSEE 37 26 26 11 21 5 0 0 5
TEXAS 55 24 14 17 10 0 5 0 7
UTAH 50 17 0 17 0 0 0 0 0
VERMONT 25 38 13 0 25 0 0 0 0
VIRGINIA 33 27 0 13 27 0 0 0 0
. WASHINGTON 39 46 15 0 0 0 0 0 0
WEST VIRGINIA |] 21 36 7 29 21 0 7 0 7
WISCONSIN 50 29 17 13 8 4 0 4 8
- %TATES 45% 247 15% 127 117 3% 32 L 02 [¥1
. Willingness to have_student teacher 6. Possession of master s degree 1
2. Human relations skills 7. Possession of certificate for this kind
3. Knowledﬁe of teaching methodology kind of work
4. Possession of bachelor's degree 8. Course in supervision of s.t.
5. Subject matter competency 9. Other
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TABLE 47. DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH COMPETENCY OF COOPERATING TEACHERS.

Degree of Satisfaction

Almost Very Quite To Limited Not
Completely Well Well Extent at All
ALABAMA 6% 417 417 12% 0%
ALASKA 50 0 50 0 0
ARIZONA 0 50 50 0 0
ARKANSAS 0 30 70 0 0
CALIFORNIA 8 47 37 5 0
COLORADO 0 64 36 0 0
CONNECT ICUT 0 55 46 0 0
DIST. OF COL., 17 50 17 17 0
FLORIDA 0 46 46 8 0
GEORGIA 12 59 - 18 i2 0
IDAHO 0 0 100 0 0
ILLINOIS 5 40 50 5 0
INDIANA 4 54 35 4 4
| OWA 12 54 31 4 0
KANSAS 0 33 6l 6 0
KENTUCKY 7 47 40 7 0
LOUISIANA 14 57 0 0 0
MAINE 0 40 50 0 0
MARYLAND 19 44 31 6 0
MASSACHUSETTS 3 36 L€ 15 0
MICHIGAN 5 45 45 0 0
MINNESOTA 0 55 45 0 0
MISSISSIPPI 18 36 27 9 9
MISSOURI 15 25 45 15 0
MONTANA 0 33 81 0 0
NEBRASKA 7 36 57 0 0 __
NEW HAMPSHIRE 13 38 38 13 0
NEW JERSEY 13 67 13 7 0
NEW MEXICO 0 25 63 13 0
NEW YORK 14 25 48 10 0
NORTH CAROL INA} 4 46 46 4 0
NORTH DAKOTA 0 13 15 13 0
OHIO 5 41 45 10 0
OKLAHOMA 31 46 15 8 0
OREGON 0 27 64 0 0
PENNSYLVANIA 12 39 43 5 0
PUERTO RICO 0 100 0 0 0
RHODE | SLAND - 0 29 43 29 0
SOUTH CAROL INA 6 25 50 19 0
SOUTH DAKOTA 10 40 50 0 0
TENNESSEE 5 53 42 0 0
TEXAS 12 50 26 12 0
UTAH 1] 67 33 U 0
. VERMONT 0 25 15 0 0
VIRGINIA 0 73 20 7 0
WASH INGTON 0 62 59 0 0
WEST VIRGINIA 0 50 43 7 0
WiSCONS IN 4 67 25 & 0
UNITED STATES 7% 447 417% 7% (174
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well satisfied: 417 stated that they are quite well satisfied: 7% indicated
that they are satisfied to a limited extent; and 2 respondents indicated
that ¢hey are not satisfied at all with the competency of their cooperating
teachers (however, these constitute less than one-half of ome per cent and
are therefore reported as 0% in table 47).

Table 48 deals with the payment to cooperating schools or cooperating
teachers for working with student teachers. Table 48 shows that 24% of all
respondents indicated that their institutions do not pay cooperating schools
or cooperating teachers for working with their gtudent teachers; 197 indi-
cated that they make a payment to the school district (no effort was mace
in this study to determine what the school districts do with the money);

44% indicated that they make a payment directly to the cooperating teacher;
and 12% checked the "other" category on this item. Most of these indicated
that they use combinations or variztions of those policies already mentioned.

Table 48 also shows that, of those institutions that do make a
payment to cooperating schools or cooperating teachers, the mean amount of
such payment is $58 for the entire country. A number of institutions re-
ported that they pay a different amount to elementary or secondary cooperating
teachers and also to public or private cooperating schools. Some respon-
dents vary the payment according to the background of the cooperating teacher.

~ Table 49 shows other benefits provided for cooperating teachers. For
instance, this table shows that 46% of the responding institutions grant
their cooperating teachers college library privileges; 28% provide free con-
sultant service from the college; 25% give their cooperating teachers some
type of free tuition for college courses (a congiderable number of private
institutions provide such a tuition grant rather chan make a cash payment to
cooperating teachers); 18% provide their cooperating teachers with free
tickets to concerts; 13% list the names of their cooperating teachers in the
college catelog; 12% provide free tickets to athletic events for their °
cooperating teachers; 11X provide their cooperating teachers with some type
of college faculty status; and 137% listed "other" benefits that they provide.
The most frequently mentioned of these, in order, are: providing a dinner
for cooperating teachers; having an appreciation tea; and sending a letter
of appreciation to the cooperating teacher. Other interesting benefits
mentioned includes: invitations to department of education programs, parking
permits, use of college golf course, free tuition for adult education pro-
gram, free course in the supervision of student teaching, use of college
audio-visual equipment, certificate of associate in teacher education, use
of campus instructicnal materials center, and the holding of a cocktall party.

Table 50 shows the mean per cent of institutions that pay building
principals for the placement of student teachers in their building and also
the mean amount of such paymeuts. For the entire country, 7% of the regsponding
institutions make such payments and the mean amount of these payments is
$19,00 per student teacher. .
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TABLE 48, POLICY CONCERNING PAYMENT TO COOPERATING SCHOOLS OR
COOPERATING TEACHERS AND AMOUNT OF SUCH PAYMENT.
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Policy Concerning Payment#*
1 ] 3 4 Amount
ALABAMA 5% 6% 472 62 § 45
ALASKA 0 20 20 0 50
AR1ZONA ) 0 50 50 33
ARKANSAS 20 0 80 0 29
CALIFORNIA 16 28 21 5 34
COLORACO 9 46 27 18 65
CONNECT ICUT 46 ¢) 46 9 87
DIST. OF COL. - 83 0] 0 17 105
FLORIDA 62 0 8 31 46
GEORGIA 6 12 24 59 45
|DAHO 0 0 100 0 50
ILLINOIS 30 20 33 15 63
IND | ANA 8 0 89 4 75
|OWA 0 73 15 12 42
KANSAS 0 78 22 0 34
KENTUCKY 7 7 80 7 86
LOUIS|ANA 0 0 100 0 142
MAINE 0 0 90 10 63
MARYLAND 0 19 56 25 72
MASSACHUSFTTS 67 3 9 18 78
MICHIGAN 5 45 35 15 48
MINNESOTA 5 50 30 15 39
MISSISSIPPI _55 18 18 9 33
MISSOURI 30 15 45 10 64
MONTANA - 0 33 20 17 91
NEBRASKA 43 21 29 7 34
NEW HAMPSHIRE 13 0 88 0 50
NEW JERSEY 7 7 80 7 47
NEW MEXICO 0 0 100 0 69
NEW YORK | 61 2 3 32 85
NORTH CAROL INAY 29 11 57 4 36
NORTH DAKOTA 0 715 25 0 72
OHIO 14 12 69 5 58
OKLAHOMA 62 0 15 23 43
OREGON 0 .18 55 _21 34
PENNSYLVANIA 18 2 1. 10 69
PUERTO RICO 0 Q 50 20 150
RHODE |SLAND - 0 0 86 14 93
SOUTH CAROLINA 25 13 44 19 39
SOUTH DAKOTA 10 60 30 0 47
TENNESSEE 21 32 21 26 37
TEXAS 57 24 10 7 48
UTAH 0 17 83 0 77
VERMONT 50 25 25 0 67
VIRGINIA Vi 13 73 7 67
WASHINGTON 23 23 54 0 49
WEST VIRGINIA 0 7 86 7 68
WISCONSIN 17 13 67 4 69
UNITED STATES 247 19% 447 127 $ 58

*1. Do not pay for this service
2, Make payment to school system

3. Make payment directly to cooperating teacher

4. Other
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TABLE 49. BENEFITS PROVIDED FOR COOPERATING TEACHERS.

Benefits Provided* ?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 .
ALABAMA 592 537 18% 12% 242 18% 187 62 -y
ALASKA 50 [ 0 0 0 0 0 E
ARTZONA 0 0 | 50 0 0 0 0 0 ’
ARKANSAS 60 20 10 - 20 _10 20 20 0 -
CALIFORNIA 53 2 18 18 8 13 18 21 E
COLORADO 9 9 9 0 0 0 0__ 9 -
CONNECT I CUT 2] .1 27 36 9 36 9 27 0 ¥
DIST. OF COL. 33 17 61 0 17 0 17 0 >
FLORIDA T 39 15 85 15 8 0 0 23 ¥
GEORGIA 11 41 29 ‘24 35 12 29 18 §
IDAHO 67 33 33 33 0 67 0 33 5
TLLINOIS 58 20 28 35 15 33 15 18 g
‘TND1ANA 13 39 8 23 23 | 15 8 15 i
TOWA 58 39 8 23 4 .23 4 12 i
KANSAS 22 | 11 T ¢ 17 0 17 0 0 :
KENTUCKY 47 67 33 7 13 0 13 0 g
LOU1STANA 86 50 21 7 43 0 43 7 ‘
MATNE 40 20 10 10 20 |; O 30 20 A
MARYLAND 25 25 6 19 13| 25 13 63 i
MASSACHUSETTS || 46 39 70 | 12 12 3 9 15
MICHIGAN 80 45 5 | 30 10 15 10 5
MINNESOTA 15 5 5 5 0 10 0 20
MISSISSIPPI 19 55 27 0 0 0 0 9
. MISSOUR! 35 25 20 25 5 15 5 20
MONTANA 33 33_ 0 3310 | 33 0 0
NEBRASKA 43 29 57 43 7 36 14 14
NEW HAMPSHIRE |1 38 0 38 13 25 0 13 38 _
NEW JERSEY 40 27 7 27 7 7 1 20 _
NEW MEXICO || 38 50 13 25 0 0 13 0
NEW_YORK 46 19 75 19 14 7 20 10
NORTH CAROLINAI] 25 | 29 18 4 7 7 4 7
NORTH_DAKOTA 25 0 25 13 | 371 13 13 0
OHI0 41 17 29 7 10 5 7 14 |
OKLAHOMA 29 15 | 46 39 8| 39 0 23
OREGON 54 55 36 16 46 18 18 27
PENNSYLVANTA 46 28 8 23 12 10 12 21
PUERTO RICO 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RHODE_ISLAND - 0 0 0 0 57 0 29 14
SOUTH CAROLINAI] 50 44 6 6 0 6 0 19
SOUTH DAKOTA 50 30 0 20 0 10 10 10
TENNESSEE _ 21 37 5 16 5 11 5 11
TEXAS 57 36 19 21 1 12 5 7
UTAH 33 0 0 0 0 17 17 33
VERMONT 38 50 50 0 25 0 38 13
VIRGINIA 53 0 0 7 27 0 0 7
WASHINGTON 39 15 | 31 o_| o 8 0 8
WEST VIRGINIA |1 36 50 7 21 21 14 7 0
WISCONS IN 75 | 42 29 29 17 21 17 29
UNITED STATES I 467 | 28% | 25% | 182 13%‘1 122 1 1iz] 132
] ‘ e catelo
%‘ &:ﬁ(‘x{ a?.'éi‘éiiﬁﬁ e g. ‘A‘tﬁeaccgickgta 8
3. Some free tuition 7. College faculty status
4, Concert tickets 8. Other
69
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TABLE 50. PAYMENT TO BUILDING PRINCIPALS FOR PLACEMENT OF
STUDENT TEACHERS IN THEIR BUILDINGS.

Make Payment Mean Amount
to Principals of Payment
$ 13

ALABAMA
ALASKA
AR1ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
1 CONNECT ICUT
2B DIST. OF COL.
| FLORIDA
GEORGIA
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDTANA
| 1OWA
o} KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUTS1ANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
x| NEBRASKA
B NEW HAMPSHIRE
| NEW JERSEY
NEW MEX1CO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROL INA|
NORTH_DAKOTA
OHIO
; OKLAHOMA
! OREGON
| PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO
RHODE ISLAND -
SOUTH CAROL INA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
W1SCONSIN

UNITED STATES 1% $ 19
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Table 51 deals with the use of a graduate course in the supervision
of student teaching. This table shows that 27% of the respondents reported
that they do offer such a course. Furthermore, table 51 indicates that the
mean number enrolling in this course is 46 per year. This means that
approximately 8,500 teachers enroll in such a course each year at the
institutions that responded to this survey. If one could assume that the
nonresponding institutions offer this course in the same propoviion that
responding schools do, then evidently a grand total of approximately 11,200
teachers enroll in such a course each year.

Lastly, table 51 shows that for the entire country, 15% of the
respondents estimate that none of their cooperating teachers have taken
such a course; 30% estimate that from 1 to 57 of their cooperating teachers
have taken such a course; 14% estimate that from 6 to 102 of their coopera-
ting teachers have taken such a course; 10% estimate from 11 to 25%; 10%
estimate from 26 to 50%; 5% estimate from 51 to 752; and 2% estimate that
from 76 to 100% of their cooperating teachers have taken such a course in
the supervision of student teaching.

AN ANALYSIS BY VARIABLE

An attempt has been made in this survey to determine whether or not
there are any significant differences in the student teaching programs found
in institutioms that differ by nature of control (public or private), and
by accreditation (NCATE accredited or not). The results of this analysis
by these two variables is reported in this section.

Nature of Control. As was pointed out in table 1 at the beginning
of this report, a total of 299 public and 544 private institutions parti-
cipated in this survey. The differences between the way in which public
and private institutions answered each item on the questionnaire were
analyzed by using either the chi square technique or a simple analysis of
variance. Table 52 shows the items on the questionnaire (see appendix)
which were answered significantly different by public and private institu-
tions.

Table 52 shows that the following differences between public and
private institutions were found to be significant at the .01l level:

1. Public institutions have larger total enroliments.

2. Public institutions have larger .full-time undergraduate
enrollments.

3. Public institutions have greater percentagesof full-time under-

graduate students.
4l
iy
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TABLE 51. GRADUATE COURSE IN THE SUPERVISION OF STUDENT TEACHING.

Mean Per Cent of Coop. Teachers

Have Mean No. Who Have Had Such A Course
Such Enrolled 1- 6- 11- 26— 51- 76~
: Course Per Year 0% 5% 10% 25% 50% 757 | 100%
1 ALABAMA 35% 68 127 477 12% 6% 18% 0% 0%
ALASKA 50 0 0 - 50 50 0 0 0 0
| ARIZONA 50 ~ 50 0 100 0 0 0 0 0
| ARKANSAS 20 0 _20 40 30 10 0 0 0
CALIFORNIA 26 20 21 18 16 11 13 0 0
COLORADO 55 166 0 0 9 18 55 0 0
CONNECT ICUT 18 35 18 27 9 9 0 0 9
DIST. OF COL. 3 22 0 50 0 0 0 17 17
FLORIDA 39 50 _ 23 0 8 23 31 8 0
GEORGIA 35 26 0 18 6 12 41 18 0
I DAHC 33 25 33 67 0 0 0 0 0
ILLINOIS _ 20 51 20 43 13 8 3 5 0
IND | ANA 31 25 0 27 19 15 15 8 0
1OWA 12 35 19 31 19 8 0 0 4
KANSAS 33 28 0 33 22 11 17 0 0
KENTUCKY 53 45 0 0 0 13 27 40 20
LOUISIANA 71 43 0 14 7 14 14 21 29
MA INE 40 29 10 40 20 0 20 10 0
MARYLAND 13 178 31 19 25 6 6 6 6
MASSACHUSETTS 9 12 24 27 12 6 6 3 0
MICHIGAN 35 83 5 10 15 15 35 10 0
MINNESOTA 25 115 0 10 35 10 25 5 0
1 MISSISSIPPI _55 34 0 27 27 27 9 0 0
M1 SSOURI _10 50 30 55 0 0 0 0 0
MONTANA 50 24 17 33 0 0 0 17 0
NEBRASKA 36 59 7 21 7 29 14 21 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 38 50 13 38 13 0 0 0 13
NEW_JERSEY 0 0 20 40 0 0 7 0 0
NEW MEXICO 38 43 50 13 0 0 25 0 0
NEW YORK , 31 40 5 36 14 10 3 0 0
NORTH CAROL INA| 29 27_ 11 32 18 25 7 0 0
NORTH DAKOTA 50 42 13 25 13 0__ 0 50 0
OHIO 17 657 21 26 21 1 7 ¢] 0
OKLAHOMA 23 33 8 62 8 8 0 0 0
OREGON 46 34 0 18 18 9 27 18 0
PENNSYLVANIA 13 39 18 41 10 7 2 2 0
PUERTO RICO 0 0 S0 50 0 0 0 0 0
RHODE ISLAND - 71 39 0 0 0 0 0 29 71
SOUTH CAROL INA 13 39 25 44 13 6 0 0 0
SOUTH DAKOTA 30 23_ 30 10 40 20 0 0 0
TENNESSEE 32 46 26 11 16 6 16 0 0
TEXAS 12 25 62 45 10 7 2 0 2 -
UTAH 67 38 0 17 17 50 0 0 0
VERMONT 0 0 25 50 13 0 0 0 0
VIRGINIA 13 37 7 47 20 0 7 7 7
WASH INGTON 62 66 0 15 31 23 15 8 0
WEST VIRGINIA 29 22 0 36 43 7 7 0 0
WISCONSIN 33 32 8 29 13 13 17 0 4
' UNITED STATES 27% 46 15% 30% 14% 10% 10% 5%13_ 2%
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TABLE 52,

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS.

Questionnaire Item Numbers Answered

Significantly Different

.01 level of significance

.05 level of signifiéhnce

Obtained
by
Chi
Square

2, 3,4, 5, 6,7, 8, 10
11 (Elem.: Full-Part),

11 (Sec.: Full-Part), 12,
13 (Eng. prof.),

13 (Speech and voice),

.13 (Emot. stab.), 14, 15,

16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 24,
25, 26, 30, 32, 37,

38, 39, 43, 46, 48, 50,
51 (video-tape equip.),
51 (Micro-Teaching),

51 (Flanders), 52, 54,

55 (Sup. of s.t. course),
55 (Workshops),

55 (Conferences),

55 (State conf.),

55 (Nat. conf.),

60 (Fac. status),

60 (Concerts), 61 (Yes-No),
62 (Yes-No), 63

9, 13 (Hearing),

13 (Per.~-Soc.-Eth. fitness),
13 (other), 22, 23, 28,

29, 34,

51 (tape recorders), 58,

Obtained

by
Analysis
of

Variance

11 (Elem.: hrs./day),

11 (Elem.: qt. credits),
11 (Elem.: clock hrs.),
11 (Sec.: hrs./day),

11 (Sec.: qt. credits),
11 (Sec.: sem. credits),
19 (total budget), “
27 (each cell),

50 (Elem.), 50 (Sec.),

50 (total), 59,

62 (No.),

20 (cost/s.t.),
21 (amt./s.t.),

61 (amt.)
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9.

10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

e T T AT AT T e

More of the public institutions have received regional
accreditation and NCATE accreditation.

More public schools prepare both elementary and secondary
teachers.

More of the public schools have a Director of Student Teaching,

At public schools, the person in charge of student teaching
devotes a greater percentage of his total time to administer-
ing the student teaching program.

More of the public institutions have full-time elementary
student teaching.

Mo.e of the public schools have full-time secondary student
teaching.

More of the public schools place their student teachers in
public schools only.

More cf the public schools include a check on English profi-
ciency as a requirement for admission to student teaching.

More of the public schools check speech and voice as a
requirement for admission to student teaching.

More of the private schools include a check on emotional
stability as a requirement for admission to student teaching.

Public schools deny a greater percentage of applicants
admission to student teaching.

More of the public schools have summer student teaching
and more public schools have summer student teaching for
experienced teachers only.

More of the private institutions pay the cost of student
transportation during student teaching.

More of the public schools could supply information on the
amount of the total student teaching budget and cost per student
teacher.

More of the private school assess a special student teaching
fee upon student teachers.

74
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23,

24,

25.

26.

27.

28,

29.

30.

31.

32,

33.

34.

35.

More of the public schools have a campus laberatorv school.
More of the private schools do not use their campus labora-
tory schools for student teaching, participation, or
observation.

More of the public schools have internship programs.

More of the public schools use graduate students to supervise
student teachers.

College supervisors of public institutions visit their student
teachers more frequently.

Public institutions have a greater number of student teachers--

.both during the academic year and during the summer.

More of the public institutions use Pass or Fail, or Satis-
factory or Unsatisfactory, as grades for student teaching.

More of the private schools never place more than one student
teacher in a given classroom at the same time.

More of the private schools never fail a student teacher; and’
public schools fail more student teachers in their first stu-
dent teaching assignment.

Public schools screen a higher percentage of student teachers
out of teacher education as a result of student teacher
failure. |

More of the public schools utilize the student teaching center
concept. .

Public schools use video-tape equipment more extensively with
student teachers.

Public schools use micro-teaching more extensively.

Public schools use the Flander's interaction analysis technique
more extensively. '

More public institutions have written contracts with the
schools in which they place student teachers.

Public schools use more cooperating teachers per year.

More of the public schools offer a formal course in the
supervision of student teaching.
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36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42,

T wen o o owe st o

43.

46.

47.

! 480

49.
50.

51.

52,

.
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More of the public schools hold workshops for cooperating
teachers.

More of the public schools hold larger conferences on student
teaching.

More of the public institutions send cooperating teachers to
state and national meetings dealing with student teaching.

More of the public institutions give some type of college
faculty status to cooperating teachers.

More of the private schools give cooperating teachers concert
tickets.

More of the public schools pay principals for the placement
of student teachers in their building.

Public schools have a higher percentage of cocperating teachers
who have had a course in the supervision of student teaching.

Elementary student teachers at public schools devote more
hours per day to student teaching.

Of institutions that are on a quarter system, public institu-
tions give more quarter credits for elementary student teaching.

Student teachers at public institutions devote more total
clock hours to student teaching.

Secondary student teachers at public institutions devote more
hours per day to student teaching.

Of institutions that are on a quarter system, public institu-
tions give more quarter credits for secondary student teaching.

Of institutions on a semester system, public institutions
give more semester credits for student teaching.

Public institutions have larger total student teaching budgets.

Public institutions have greater numbers of part-time and full-
time elementary and secondary college supervisors.

Public institutions have a greater number of .elementary student
teaching centers and secondary student teaching centers.

Public institutions pay a greater amount of money to cooperating

schools or cooperating teachers for working with their student
teachers.
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53, public institutions have a greater number of students enroll
in a course in the supervision of student teaching each year.

Table 52 also shows that the following differences between public and
private institutions were found to be significant at the .05 level:

1. The people in charge of student teaching at private colleges
have been in that position longer than have their counterparts
at public schools.

% 2. More of the public schools include a check on hearing as a
| requirement for admission to student teaching.

3. Private schools more often check on the students' personal-
sncial~ethical fitness as a requirement for admission to student
. teaching.

4. More of the public schools have what they consider to be
innovations in their student teaching programs.

5. More of the public institutions have received gtudent teaching -
research granis during the past two years.,

6. Public schools more often use college aupervibora from academic
areas.,

7. College supervisors have more formal education at the public
ingtitutions.

8. Private institutions recommend a lower desirable full-time
college supervisor load. :

9. Public schools use tape recorders more extensively with student
teachers.

10. Public schools more often make a payment to cooperating schools
or cooperating teachers for working with student teachers.

11. The cost per student teacher of operating the student teaching
program is greater at public institutions.

12. Of institutions assessing such a fee, private institutions assess
a higher special student teaching fee upon the student teacher.

13. Of institutions that pay principals for the placement of student

teachers in their buildings, public institutions pay a greater
amount,
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NCATE Accreditation. An effort was also made to determine if
institutions that have received accreditation from the National Council
of Accreditation for Teacher Education answered the items on the question-
naire significantly different than institutions that have not received
this accreditation. This was done by using the chi square technique or a
simple analysis of variance, Table 53 shows the item numbers on the
questionnaire (see appendix) which were answered significantly different
by institutions which have received NCATE accreditation and institutions
which have not received such accreditation.

Table 53 shows that the following differences between NCATE and non-
NCATE institutions were found to be significant at the .0l level:

1. More of the NCATE schools are public institutions.
2. NCATE schools have larger total enrollments.
3. NCATE schools have larger full-time undergraduate enrollments.

4, NCATE schools have a higher percentage of full-time under-
graduates preparing to be teachers.

5. More of the NCATE schools have received regional accreditation.

6. More of the NCATE schools prepare both elementary and secondary
teachers.

7. More of the NCATE schools have a Director of Student Teaching
or Coordinator of Laboratory Experiences.

8. The people in charge of student teaching at the non-NCATE
schools have been in that position longer than their counter-
parts in NCATE schools.

9, The people in charge of student teaching at NCATE institutions
devote more of their total time to this task.

10. NCATE schools more often have full~time elementary student
teaching.

11. NCATE schools more often have full-time secondary student teaching.

12. Non-NCATE schools more often place student teachers in private
schools.

13, NCATE schools more cften include a check on overall academic
record as a requirement for admission to student teaching.
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SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN NCATE AND NON-NCATE INSTITUTIONS.

Questionnaire Item Numbers Answered
Significangly Different

.01 level of significance

.05 level of sipnificance

Obtained

by
Chi
Square

1,
11
11
13
13

51
51
51
55
55
60
61
63

19,
30,
48,

2, 3, 4, 5,7, 8, 9, 10,
(Elem.: ¥Full-Part),
(Sec.: Full-Part), 12,
(Overall Acad.),
(Speech-Voice), 14, 15, 16
21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 29,
37, 38, 39, 43, 46,

50 (Yes-No),
(Video-tapes),
(Micro-Teaching),
(Flanders), 52, 54,

(Sup. of S.T. course),
(Workshop), 55 (Conferences),
(Free Tuition),

(Yes~No), 62 (Yes-No),

11 (Elem.: On-Off),

13 (Rec. Major),

13 (Hearing), 17, 20, 23,

34, 51 (Sensitivity Training),
57, 60 (Fac. status),

60 (Concerts),

Obtained
by
Analysis
of
Variance

11
11
11
11
11
11
il
19
27
50
59

(Elem.: hrs./day),
(Elem.: qt. credits),
(Elem.: sem. credits),
(Elem.: total hrs.),
(Sec.: hrs./day),
(Sec.: qt. credits),
(Sec.: sem. credits),
(Amt.), 19 (amt.),
(each cell),

(Elem., Sec., Total),
(amt o), 62 ('ﬂai)

11 (Elem.: days/wk.),
11 (Sec.: days/wk.),
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14. NCATE schools more often include a check on speech and voice
as a requirement for admission to student teaching.

15. NCATE schools deny admission to student teaching to a higher
percentage of applicants.

| 16, More of the NCATE schools operate summer student teaching
| programs. :

f 17. NCATE schools more often operate summer student teaching pro-
grams for experienced teachers only.

18. NCATE schools can more often provide information about the
total cost of the student teaching program.

19. Non-NCATE schools more often assess a special student teaching
fee upon the student teachers.

20. NCATE schools more often have what they consider to be inno-
vations in their student teaching programs.

e L.

B -

21. NCATE schools more often have campus laboratory schools.

22. Non-NCATE schools more often do not use their campus laboratory
gschools for student teaching, participation, or observation.

23, NCATE schools more often operate internship programs.,

24, College supervisors at NCATE schools have more formal education,

25. NCATE schools more often employ graduate students to supervise
student teachers.

26. NCATE schools have larger numbers of student teachers during
the academic year and during the summer session.

27. NCATE schools more often use a Pass-Fail, or Satisfactory-
Unsatisfactory grading system for student teaching.

28. Non-NCATE schools more often never place more than one student
teacher in a given classroom at the same time.

29, More of the non-NCATE schools never fail student teaching.

30. NCATE schools screen a higher percentage of students out
of teacher education at the student teaching level,

31. NCATE schools more often utilize the student teaching center
concept .
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32.

33.
34.

35.

36.
37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48,

NCATE schools use video~tape equipment more extensively with
gtudent teachers.

NCATE schools use micro-teaching more extensively.

NCATE schools use Flander's interaction analysis material more
extensively during student teaching.

More of the NCATE institutions have written contracts with the
schools in which they place student teachers. c

NCATE schools work with a higher number of cooperating teachers.

NCATE schools more often offer a formal c&urse in the super-
vision of student teaching.

NCATE schools more often hold workshops for cooperating teachers.

NCATE schools more often hold "arger conferences on student
teaching.

NCATE schools more often provide cooperating teachers with free
tuition for college courses.

NCATE schools more often pay building principals for the place-
ment of student teachers in their buildings.

A higher percentage of cooperating teachers of NCATE institu-
tions have had a course in the supervision of student teaching.

Elementary student teachers at NCATE schools devote more hours
per day to student teaching.

NCATE institutions grant more quarter credits and semester
credits for elementary student teaching.

Elementary student teachers at NCATE institutions devote more
total clock hours to student teaching.

Secondary student teachers at NCATE schools devote more hours
per day to student teaching.

NCATE schools give more quarter credits and more semester
credits for student teaching.

NCATE institutions have a greater student teaching budget.
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§ | 49. The cost of the student teaching program per student teacher is
§ greater at NCATE schools.

50. NCATE schools have greater numbers of part-time, full-time,
elementary, and secondary college supervisors.

51. NCATE schools have a éreater number of elementary and secondary
student teaching centers.

i 52. NCATE institutions pay a greater amount to cooperating schools
‘ or cooperating teachers for working with their student teachers.

53. NCATE schools have a greater number of students enroll each
year in a course dealing with the supervision of student teach-
ing.

Table 53 also shows that the following differences between NCATE and
non-NCATE institutions were found to be significant at the .05 level:

¥

1. NCATE schools more often have on~campus elementary student
teaching,

N, X M R W 3

2. NCATE schools more often include a check on record in major
field as a requirement for admission to student teaching.

s e

3. NCATE schools more often include a check on hearing as a
requirement for admission to student teaching.

P

4. More of the NCATE schools have had law suits growing out of
gome aspect of student teaching.

5. More of the NCATE schools could provide information about the
cost per student teacher of operating the student teaching
program.

6. More of the NCATE schools have received student teaching grants
during the past twn-years.

| 7. Non-NCATE schools recommend a lighter desirable college
j supervisor load.

E 8. Non-NCATE schools use sensitivity training for student teachers
more extensively.

9. Non~NCATE schools are more satisfied with the competenéies of
their cooperating teachers.
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10. NCATE schools more often prdvide cooperating teachers with some
type of college faculty status.

11. Non-NCATE schools more often provide cooperating teachers with
concert tickets.

12, Elementary student teachers at NCATE schools devote more days
per week to student teaching.

13. Secondary student teachers ét NCATE schools devote more days
per week to student teaching.

It 1is obvious, from the length of these lists of differences, that
there are a great many basic and significant differences between the
student teaching programs found in public institutions and those found in
private schools; and also between the student teaching programs of
institutions that have received NCATE accreditation and those that have
not received this accreditation. It is also obvious that the nature of
these differences strongly suggest that public institutions as & group
have superior student teaching programs when compared to non-NCATE schools
as a group. There are many notable exceptions to this generalization when
one looks at individual institutions.

It should also be noted that some of the differences between the
student teaching programs of public and of private schools suggest that,
regarding certain points, the private schools seem to have the stronger
student teaching programs. By the same token, regarding the differences
between the student teaching programs of NCATE and non-NCATE schools, on
certain points, the non-NCATE schools seem to have the stronger programs.
However, the vast majority of the differences strongly suggest that
pupiic schools as a group have superior student teaching programs and that
NCATE schools as a group have superior student teaching programs.

ERRATA

The first complete paragreph on page 83 should read as followss

It is obvious, from the length of these lists of differences,
that there are a great many basic and significant differences be-
tween the student teaching programs found in public institutlons
and those found in private schoolsj and also between the student
teaching programs of institutions that have received NCATE accrede
{tation and those that have not recelved this accreditation. It
45 also obwious that the nature of these differences strongly suge
gest that public institutdons as a group have superior student
teaching programs when compared to private institutions as a groups
and that NCATE schools as a group have superior student teaghing
programs when compared to non=NCATE schools as a groupe Trere are
many notable exceptions to this gensraligation when one laovks at
individual institutions.

»
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AN ANALYSIS OF NONRESPONDENCE

An attempt was also made in this survey to determine whether or not
the student teaching programs of the responding institutions are basically
the same as those of the ncnresponding institutions. In an effort to do
this, a random sample of 10% of the nonresponding institutions was visited
by the project director. Of the 26 institutions that were visited through-
out the United States, rather complete information was obtained from 23
schools. ' ”

The analysis of nonrespondence consisted of comparing the information
gathered from the personal visit to these 23 institutions (which, due to
their random selection, will be considered representative of the nonrespond-
ing schools) with the information gathered through the mail from the 847
responding institutions.

Space does not permit reporting the comparison between the way respond-
ing and nonresponding institutions answered all items on the questionnaire;
therefore, only those items which were answered quite differently by these
two groups will be mentioned in this final report.

While 36% of the responding institutions are public institutionms,
only 20% of the visited schools are public. A total of 93% of the respond-
ing schools have received regional accreditation while 83% of the visited
schools have been accredited by their respective regional accrediting
agencies. Also, while 487 of all responding institutions have received
NCATE accreditation, only 307 of the visited random sample of nonresponding
institutions have been accredited by NCATE.

A total of 527 of the visited institutions have a director of student
teaching whereas only 387 of the responding institutions have someone with
that title on the faculty. The person in charge of thc student teaching
program at 8% of the visited schools has been in that position for less
than one year whereas 17% of the people in charge of student teaching at
the responding schools have been in that position for less than one year.
Also, while 507 of the responding institutions reported that the person in
charge of student teaching devoted 507 or less of his total time to adminis-
tering the student teaching program, only 297 of the visited institutions
reported the same situation.

Thirteen per cent of the random sample of visited nonresponding
institutions had a campus laboratory school while 23% of the responding
institutions had such a schocl. '

Twenty~-two per cent of the responding institutions reported that they

conduct some type of internship program; however, none of the visited
institutions operate any internship programs.
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Ninety-two per cent of the visited institutions reported that their
student teachers can have some voice in selecting the school to which they
will be assigned for student teaching, while 72% of the responding institu-
tions reported the same situation.

Finally, only 8% of the visited institutions indicated that they
offer a graduate course in the supervision of student teaching, compared to
27% of the responding institutions.

These 10 questions are those which the responding and the visited
random sample of nonresponding institutions answered quite differently. These
10 questions constitute a very small proportion of the total questionnaire.
Furthermore, an analysis of the differences in the way the two groups
answered these questions does not suggest that one group might tend to have
better student teaching programs than the other group. In view of these facts,
it is concluded that the student teaching programs of the responding and non-
responding institutions tend to be basically the same. It is further con-
cluded that one is therefore justified in generalizing the results of this
survey to all teacher preparing institutions in the United States.

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

One of the first conclusions that one must draw from the results of
this survey is that there is great diversion among the student teaching
programs in the United States. For example, the size of student teaching
programs vary greatly from those with fewer than 25 student teachers to
those with over 2,000 student teachers per year. Other examples of this
diversity among student teaching programs include the following: some schools
have a full-time director of student teaching who devotes all of his time
to administering the student teaching program whereas, in at least one
instance, this task is performed by a Dean of the Graduate School; student
teaching assignments range from 6 weeks at some schools to 18 weeks at
others; total clock hours spent in student teaching range from 180 hours
to over 500 hours; payments to cooperating teachers range from nothing to
several hundred dollars per student teacher; some institutions would not
think of having graduate students supervise student teachers whereas at
other institutions over 90% of the supervision is done by graduate students.
This 1ist of diversities among student teaching programs could go on and on
as shown by the data presented earlier in this report. Some of this
diversity is undoubtedly undesirable due to the fact that it is brought about
in part by the fact that some schools have a very minimal student teaching
program. On the other hand, much of this diversity is a healthy sign that
a good deal of innovating and change is taking place in student teaching
programs throughout the country.
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A second conclusion that seems to evolve from this survey is that the
excellence of a student teaching program can be judged only in relation to
the total teacher education program at that institution. For instance, it
is somewhat generally felt that approximately sixteen student teachers is a
fairly desirable load for a full-time college supervisor. However, as was
highlighted by individual questionnaires received in this survey, sixteen
student teachers may be a very heavy load if the college supervisor has to
do a great deal of traveling to see all of them. On the other hand, sixteen
student teachers may be a light load if all of them are placed near the
campus. Likewise, the total number of clock hours spent in student teaching
may be a misleading measure of the excellence of a student teaching program
unless one knows the extent to which students at that school are involved
in pre student teaching laboratory experiences. Also, the per cent of
student teacher failure can be a misleading figure unless one knows what
screening has taken place prior to student teacliing. One must remember
that what constitutes excellence in student teaching will vary from one
institution to another.

Yet another conclusion that can be drawn from this survey is that the
danger of law suits growing out of student teaching is apparently very slight,
The people in charge of the 847 student teaching programs that are included
in this survey knew of only twelve such law suits in the history of these
institutions.

Another encouraging conclusion that can be made from this survey is
that there is a good deal of innovating being done in student teaching pro-
grams today. To be more specific, 45% of all responding institutions indi-
cated that they have what they consiider to be innovations in their student
teaching programs.

A much less encouraging conclusion of this survey is that student
teaching programs in the United States have receilved very few research
grants during the past two years. In fact, only 40 schools reported receiving
any student teaching research grants over the last two years. Furthermore,
many of the research grants that were reported touch student teaching only
tangentially.

This survey also revealed that a very small proportion of the student
teachers in the United States are being supervised by graduate assistants.
Only 9% of the responding institutions reported using graduate assistants
for this purpose, and the mean per cent of the total supervision done by .
graduate assistants in these 76 institutions is 317.

Another conclusion that can be drawn from this study is that the
people in charge of student teaching programs believe the load of college
supervisors is heavier than it should be. Table 22 revealed that, for all
responding institutions, the mean number of student teachers assigned.to
each full-time college supervisor was 1-5 at 4% of the institutions;
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6-10 at 17% of the institutions; 11-15 at 217% of the institutions: 16-20 at
28% of the schools; 21-25 at 147% of the institutions; 26-30 at 87 of the
schools: 31-35 at 4% of the schools; 36-40 at 17 of the schools: and 404
at 1% of the institutions. Table 22 shows the recommended load of full-time
college supervisors based on the opinions of the people in charge of the
847 student teaching programs included in this survey. This table shows
that 12% of the respondents recommended a load of fewer than 10 student
teachers: 14% recommended a load of 10 or 11 student teachers; 87
recommended 12 or 13 student teachers; 22% recommended 14 or 15 student
teachers; 9% recommended 16 or 17 student teachers; 137 recommended 18 or
19 student teachers: 17% recommended 20 to 25 student teachers: 3%
recommended 26 to 30 student teachers; and 2 institutions recommended

that each college supervisor should have more than 30 student teachers.
This discrepancy between what college supervisor loads actually are and
what people in charge of student teaching programs recommended they should
be points up the justification for this conclusion.

It can also be concluded from this survey that the preponderance of
institutions still use the traditional letter grade in student teaching--
82% to be exact. Six per cent use pass-fail, 8% use satisfactory-unsatis-
factory, and 4% use some other grading system. If one takes the position
that a pass-fail or satisfactory-unsatisfactory grading system is pre-
ferable for student teaching (and many people in student teaching work do--
at least at the verbal level) then this conclusion is not an encouraging
one.

One of the very most encouraging conclusions of this survey relates
to the provision of opportunity for student teaching in disadvantaged
areas. Seventy-five per cent of all respondents indicated that they did
provide this opportunity for their student teachers. Those who are con-
cerned about the recruitment of teachers for the disadvantaged areas will
rejoice at this conclusion.

Yet another conclusion that is justified on the basis of this survey
is that a very tiny percentage of students are screened out of teacher
education at the student teaching level. Twenty-three per cent of the
respondents indicated that they never fail a student teacher and thereby
eliminate him or her from teacher education; 577 indicated that this
happens to less than one per cent of their student teachers; 107 indicated
this happens to 1% of their student teachers; 47 said they screen out less
than 2% of their student teachers; 2% indicated this happens to 37 of
their student teachers; and 1% of the institutions indicated that 4% of
their student teachers fail and are thereby eliminated from teacher education.

One may also conclude on the basis of this survey that the most
important characteristic for a college supervisor to possess is good human
relations skills: the second most important characteristic is knowledge of
teaching methodology; the third is a commitment to supervision: the fourth
is subject matter competency; and the fifth is possession of a doctor's
degree. This information is shown in table 25.
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As pointed out so vividly in the section of this report entitled "An
Analysis By Variable,' one of the most inescapable conclusions based on
the data generated by this survey is that there are very basic and signifi-
cant differences between the student teaching programs found in public and
those found in private institutions and also between institutions that
have received NCATE accreditation and institutions that have not received
this accreditation. No attempt will be made to restate in this section
the data that supports this conclusion but rather, readers will be referred
back to that section just mentioned. Perhaps it is necessary, however, to
mention at this time that the nature of the differences found between these
two variables strongly suggests that public institutions as a group have
superior student teaching programs when compared to private institutions
as a group and that, as a group, NCATE accredited institutions have
superior student teaching programs when compared to the group of institu-
tions that do not have such accreditation. One must hasten to add that
there are notable exceptions to this generalization when one looks at
individual institutions.

Lastly, in view of the fact that this survey is largely a discriptive
study, perahps the most important conclusions that can be made from it are
those that are implicit in the normative data contained in this report.
Digesting this vast amount of data is a difficult task; however, the most
valid conclusions of this study will be those made by each individual as
he analyzes the data contained in the series of tables presented earlier
in this report.

SUMMARY OF THE STUDY

This study was designed to collect rather comprehensive descriptive
information on student teaching in the United States., With the help of
seven consultants, a rather lengthy questionnaire was developed, revised,
pretested, and finalized. This questionnaire was then sent to each
teacher preparing institution in the United States. Ultimately, returns
were received from 847 institutions. This constitutes 767 of the estimated
1110 teacher preparing institutions in the United States.

The information about the student teaching programs of these 847
institutions was transferred to IBM cards and was tallied and analvzed by
electronic data processing equipment. This information was tallied for
each state and also for the entire country. Also, an analysis was made
between public and private institutions, and between institutions that
have received NCATE accreditation and institutions that have not received
NCATE accreditation.

A random sample of 10% of the schools that did not respond to the
questionnaire were visited in an effort to determine if the student
teaching programs of the nonresponding institutions are basicallv the same
as the student teaching programs of the responding institutions. A compari-
son was made between the information gathered by interviewing the person in
charge of studeut teaching at these visited schools and the information
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gathered through the questionnaire from the 847 responding schools. While
there were some minor differences between these two groups, it was con-
cluded that the student teaching programs of the nonresponding institu-
tions are basically the same as the student teaching programs of the
responding schools. Therefore, it has also been concluded that the results
of this survey can be generalized to all student teaching programs in the
United States; and that the student teaching picture painted by the data
collected from the 847 responding institutions is a true picture of student
#eaching generally in this country.

The major findings of this study consist of a great deal of descriptive
information about student teaching practices in the: United States. Some of
the items on the questionnaire, however, were designed to solicit the
opinions and recommendations of the people who are in charge of student
teaching, programs concerning ways to improve student teaching in this
country.

Some of the major conclusions of this study are as follows:

1. There is great diversity among the student teaching programs in
the United States.

2. Excellence in a student teaching program can be determined only
in relationship to the total teacher education program and to the
particular set of circumstances that exist at each institution.

3. Those in charge of student teaching programs recommend that
college supervisors should have a lighter load than they
currently do.

4. The vast majority of institutions still give the traditional
letter grade (A, B, C, etc.) for student teaching.

5. Three-fourths of the institutions now provide opportunities for
student teaching in disadvantaged areas.

6., Many institutions never fail a student teacher and even at those
institutions that do so, a very tiny percentage of students are
actually screened out of teacher education as a result of
failing student teaching.

7. Those in charge of student teaching programs believe that the
most important characteristics for a college supervisor to
possess are, in order, good human relations skills, knowledge
of teaching methodology, a commitment to supervision, and subject
matter competency.

8. There are a great many basic and significant differences between
the student teaching programs found in public institutions and
those found in private institutions and also between institutions
that have received NCATE accreditation and institutions that have
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not received such accreditation. The nature of these differences
suggest that public institutions as a group have superior student
teaching programs when compared to private institutions as a
group, and that NCATE institutions as a group have superior
student teaching programs when compared to non-NCATE institutions
as a group. Of course, there are many notable exceptions to this
generalization when one views individual institutions.

9., Lastly, since this survey is largely.a descriptive study, the
most valid conclusions that will be drawn from it are those
made by each individual as he analyzes for himself the descriptive

data generated by the study.
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APPENDIX

A NATIONAL SURVEY OF
.STUDENT TEACHING PROGRAMS

™ Conducted by: Dr. Jim Johnson

Associate Director of Student Teaching
Northern Illinois University
DeKalb, lllinois 60115

Supported by: United States Office of Education
Under the provisions of Public Law 531
and
Northern lllinois University

DIRECTIONS FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY INSTRUMENT:

The purpose of this instrument is to try to gather pertinent information about student teaching programs throughout
the United States. We would appreciate having the person in charge of the student teaching program fill out this
instrument. Please be as accurate as possible. Where you lack the specific information requested, feel free to use
approximations. If you feel that an item does not adequately provide for the situation at your institution, please
add explanatory notes in the margin. Please answer all items.

DEFINITION OF STUDENT TEACHING:

The definition of student teaching used in this study is as follows: "A period of guided teaching when a college
student assumes increasing responsibility for directing the learning of a group or groups of learners over a period
of consecufive weeks."" For the purposes of this study, a distinction is made between "student teaching” and
"internship” which is typically a paid graduate experience. It is not intended that this study incl.de internships
unless your institution uses the terms "'student teaching" and "internship" synonymously.

NAME, TITLE, AND ADDRESS OF PERSOH COMPLETING THIS INSTRUMENT:

NAME: v .
TITLE: —_—

INSTITUTION:

ADDRESS: -

If you do not have a studont toaching program, please chock hero [J and roturn this material in the solf-addrossed, stamped envelope which h;
boen provided.

If you wish fo recoive a complimentary copy of the rosults of this survey, ploase check hero [,
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7. Please check the type of teacher education program that your insti-
GENERAL BACKGROUND OF THE INSTITUTION tution has at this fime.
O Elementary only [0 Secondary only
1. Is your school essentially a public or private institution?
[] Both elementary and secondary
[0 Public [ Private
ADMINISTRATION OF THE STUDENT TEACHING PROGRAM
2. What is the approximate total enroliment of your insﬁf.uﬁon? (Please 8. What is the fitle of the person who is directly in charge of your |
include undergraduate, graduate, full-time, and part-time students). total student teaching program?
0O  0-499 3,000 - 4,999 15,000 - 19,999
= = O Director of Student Teach- 0 Head, Doparitment of Edu-
O 500-999 O 5,000 - 9,999 1 20,000 - 29,999 ing cation
O 1,000-2,999 1 10,000 - 14,999 ] 30,000 & above O Coordinator of Laboratory ] Dean, College of Education |
Experiences
[] Oiher, ploase state title:
3. Approximately how many full-time undergraduate students are sn-
rolled at your institution? )
[ 0-499 O 3,000-4,999 [J 15,000« 19,999
O 500 - 999 O 6,000-9,999 [J 20,000 - 29,999
9. How many years have you been in chargo of the student teaching
O 1,000-2,999 J 10,000 - 14,999 7 30,000 & above program?
[0 Less than | year 3 1116 years
4. Approximately what percent of your full-time undergraduate students (] 1-2 years [] 16-20 years
are propating to be teachers?
| Do-s% D26.50%  DOs1-76% O 76-100% L1 3-4 years 0 More than 20 years
[J 5-10 years
B. Is your undorgradu;fo program accredited by one of the regional
accreditation assoctations (North Central, Middle States, New
i England, Notthwest, Southern, Western)? [1 Yes LI No 10. As the person In charge of student teaching, approximately what
! percent of your total time Is actually devoted to administering the
student feaching program (as opposed to supervising student teach-
ors, teaching a class, other administrative duties, etc.)?
| :
¢ & 1ls your undergraduate program accredited by the National Council
for the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE)? O 1-10% [ 26-50% [ 76-90%
L OYs [ONe 0 11-26% £ 61-76% O 91-100%
! 11, Please fill In the following chart to provide basic information about your student teaching program. If there are varlations, please indicate the
i usual or predominate pattern.
o Full or "Number of ‘ Abb‘rdxlmah total
Whers Done Part Time Length Credits number of clock
On Off Full Part | No. of Days Hours | Quarter | Sem. hours spent In
E Campus | Campus [ Time | Time Weoks | per Week | per Day | Hours Hrs, student teaching
. Elemontary
*  |Secondary
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12. In what type of schools do you place your student teachers?

13,

14,

15,

[0 Public schools only

[0 Private schools only

[0 Other, please explain:

] Both public and private
schools

[0 Campus laboratory school
only

Please check those items which you incl;ldo as requirements for ad-

mission to student teaching.
] Overall academic record

[ Record in professional ed.
courses

[ Record in major field

3 English proficiency

] Speech and voice

[0 Hearing

1 Physical fitness

3 Recommendation by
adviser .

[J Emotional stability

[J Personal-social-ethical
fitness

[J Extra-class activity

[C1 Other, please state:

Of the students who formally opply for a student teaching assign-
ment, approximately what percent of the applicants are donied

admission to student teaching?
1 All applicants are admitted

[ Less than 1% are denled
admission

] 1-2% are denied admission

[0 3-4% are denled admission

] 5-6% are denied admission

[ 7-8% aro deniod admission

1 9-10% are denied admis-
sion

[0 More than 10% are denied
admission

Please chock the type of summer student toaching program that you

conduct.

[J No summeor student teaching

[ Summer student teaching for regular undergraduatos only

) Summer student toaching for experiencad teachers only

[] Summor studont teaching for both regular undergraduates and for

experionced teachers

[ Other, pleass explain:

93

16.

17.

I8,

9.

20,

21,
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Please check the most appropriate statement concerning summerf

student teaching at your institution. ) ‘ ;

[J No summer student teaching

[J Summer student teaching only in our campus laboratory school

[] Summer student teaching only in surrounding school systems

[ Summer student teaching both in our campus laboratory school
and in surrounding school systems ‘

To the best of your knowledge, has your student teaching program or
have any of your student teachers ever been involved in a law suit

growing out of any aspect of student teaching? [] Yes O No

If yes, please briefly state circumstances and outcome:

Does your institution pay the cost of student transportation duriqg
student teaching? [ Yes O No

If yos, please briefly explain:

What is the amount of your total student teaching budget?

[J Do not have such information Total budget $

Briefly explain what costs are included in this budget ——

What is the approximate cost of operating your siudent teachin
program per student teacher? [J Do not have such information

Approximate cost per student teacher $ *’

.
Please provide any oxplanation you foel may be necessary:

Is a special student teaching foe assessed by your institution upe
tho studont toachor other than rogular tuition charges? |

0 Yos O Neo

If yos, how much is this foo por studont teuchor? §

I
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23. Have you received any research grants in your student teaching pro-
gram during the past two years? [J Yes O No

If yes: Amount of grant $

Source of grant

Title of research project

24. Does your institution have a campus laboratory school?

{3 Yes d No

25. If you have a campus laboratory school, please check the statement

which best describes its use in your student teaching program.

i [0 We do not use the laboratory school for student teaching, par-
ticlpation, or observation

[ We use the laboratory school for participation and observation
purposes only

[0 Only one student teacher a year is placed in each room
[0 One student teacher is placed in a room oach quarter or semester
0 Two student teachers are placed in sach room at the same time.

[ Throe studeat teachers are placed in each room at the same time

[J Four student toachers are placed in each room at the same time

g e <

[0 Other, please explain:

26.

Does your institution operate any internship programs?

0 Yes 0 No

If yes, very briefly explain the program(s):

94

22. Do you have what you consider to be any innovations in your student | 27. Please fill in the following chart showing the number of college }
supervisors that you have. ' %
teaching program? [J Yes O No ,,
. . Full-time Part-time
If yes, briefly explain: College Supervisors | College Supervisors | TOTALS
Elementary
" Secondary
TOTALS

GRAND TOTAL 4

28. What type of college supervisors do you use in your secondary
student teaching program? |

[0 General college supervisors
[0 College supervisors from the academic areas

0 A combination of the above

[0 Other, please explain:

Which statement best describes the degree status of your college
supervisors in general?

29,

0 All of them have a doctors degree
] Most of them have a doctors degree

[] Most of them have masters degree plus considerable additional
credits

[] Most of them have a masters degree as their highest degree

[] Most of them have a bachelor's degree as their highest degree

30, Do you employ graduate students to suporvise student teachers?

[0 Yes O No

If yes, approximately what percent of your total student teaching ;
supervision is done by graduate students rather than by regular%

faculty members? % |

What is the average number of student teachers assigned to each
full-time colloge supervisor (or the equivalent of a full-time college
suporvisor if you have part-time college supervisors) at any one time?

31

0O -5 C16-20 0 31-35
0O 6-10 3 21-.28 ] 36-40
0O 1n-is ] 26-30 1 Moroe than 40

ii ’,ﬁ“"“@fz’f}&d‘»ﬂﬂyx,ﬁ%g ok kR 55 A WA P e rer T e % .
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32. Please check the statement which best describes the general pattern
of your college supervisors' visits to each student teacher. THE STUDENT TEACHERS THEMSELVES
: 0O Twice each week [0 Once every two months ]
37. How many student teachers did your institution have during th
' 0 Once each week [ Once each quarter academic yyemr 1966-67, not including the summer session? i
O Once every two weeks ] Once each semester (] Under 25 1 100-299 [] 700-999 %
¥ [0 Once every three weeks 0 Never [ 25-49 J 300-499 ] 1000.2000 g
[J Once every month [ 60-99 [J 500-699 [J Over 2000 ‘
. 1
;,
5 38, How many student jeachtrs did your institution have during the l%i
? 33. Briefly descrihe the procedure used for equating the load of a faculty summer school session? .
member supervising student teachers to the load of a faculty member 5
engaged in classroom teaching. Indicate any formula you might use { - ] 0 0 26-50 J 151-200 "’
: in determining college supervisor load. §
‘ 0 1-10 O] 51100 O] 201-300
5 0 1125 [1 101-150 {7 Over 300
: 39. What type of grade do you use for student teaching?
[ Letter grade fAB,C, stc.) [ Pass or Fail ,
[ Satisfactory or
f Unsatisfactory
b 34, What do you believe would be the most desirable, yet practical, ratio [ Other, pleaso explain:
j of full-time college supervisors to student teachers?
‘ O 1 to less than 10 [1 1 to 1415 [0 | to 2025
01 to 1011 01 to 1647 [ 1 fo 26:30
40, Plezzz rank (1,2,3.4, otc.) according to importance, those who pat
: 01 to 1213 [J1to 1819 [ | to more than 30 ¥icipated in the evaluation of studert iuchfn. Rank only those e:hz
actually participats. .
( —— Cooperating teacher e Director of Student
Teaching
35, Rank (1,2,3.4, etc.) the following according to the most important — College supervisor
characteristics that you look for In a college supervisor.
— Principal of cooperating
— Subject matter competency ~ — Possession of a doctors schoo
degree
— Knowledge of teaching — A commitment to ~— Othor, please state: “‘é‘
methodology supervision
— Human relations skills 5*
— Other, ploase explain: ;
41, Can your studont teachers choose the type of school to which th
will be assigned for studont teaching? [ Yes [d No i
>
36. Do any of your college supervisors hold joint appointments in two 42, Do you provide opportunities for student teaching in disadvantagy
departments? [ Yes 1 No areas? [] Yes £ No
* " !
If yes, ploase explain:
) 43. Do you place more than one student teacher in a given clanroomf
the same time?
] Never [J Rarely 0 Quite often [ Always :

i
%
?
!
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44,

45,

46.

47.

48.

49,

‘Do most of your student teachers have classroom observation ex-

periences prior to student teaching? O Yes O No .

During student teaching, on the average, approximately what percent
of your student teachers' time is spent in:
observation? —_________ %
participation? %
actual teaching? — %

Approximately what percent of your student teachers fail their first
student teaching assignment?

0 None O 2% - O5%

O Less than 1% 03% 0O 6%

Ot% O 4% O Over 6%

What alternatives are available to a student who fails his or her
first student teaching assignment?

[0 The student is eliminated from the teacher education program
once and for all :

O He is given a second student teaching assignment after meeting
certain requirements

1 He may appeal to a committee which determines if he may have
a second student teachnig assignment

[0 Other, please explain:

Approximately what percent of your student teachers fail student
teaching and are thereby eliminated from the teacher education
program?

O None O 2% O5%
[0 Less than 1% O 3% L__I 6%
O 1% 0O 4% [J Over 6%

Rank (1,2,3,4, etc.) according to importance the following causes of
student teacher failure at your institution. :

—— Inability to control students

— Inability to get along with other teachers
—— Unwillingness to work

— Poor subject matter background

—— Poor knowledge of teaching methodology

— Other, please state:

g Soborir o b T R it e v TP AR s g, e Lo~ T
B o A e N R 2 SN TR s it ot dma S ST

50. Do you utilize the student teaching center concept in ydur student
teaching program? [J Yes 0 No ' :

If yes, how many elementary centers?

how many secondary centers?

how many total centers?

= ..E > 2

5I. Please indicate the extent to which youl ® | _ ] e
utilize the following features in your student{ % | " €| o | 5] =
teaching program by checking the appropri-l .. | E 3| & | &| L

ate column. z° < E < 3 -

Use of video-tape equipment with
student teachers ......occooeeiiiiiinii

Use of tape recorders with student
teachers ...

Use of micro-teaching prior to or
during student teaching .....................

Use of simulation techniques prior to
or during student teaching ........ S

Use of Flander's interaction analyse
technique during student teaching ...

Use of Taba's ''teaching strategies"
‘material during student teaching ......

Use of Bloom's Taxonomy of Educational
Objectives during student teaching ...

Use of sensitivity training for
student teachers .........cooemeenn,

Use of small group seminars with
student teachers ......cccocoeeemmemeneeeee.

COOPERATING SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND COOPERATING TEACHERS

52. Do you have written contracts with the schools in which you place
student teachers? [J Yes J No :

53. Please fill in the following chart showing the approximate distances
from campus that you place student teachers.

Minimum Average Maximum
Distance Distance Distance

Elemeniai‘y

Secondary

54. What was the approximate total number of cooperating teachers'
with whom you placed student teachers during the past school year

(1966-67) 72
~ O Under 25 ] toi-200 - [ 1001-1,500 -
O 26-50 ] 201-500 [ 1,501-2,000

[ 51-100 [d 501-1,000 O Over 2,000




55. Check any of the following techniques that you use to help train | 59. What, if any, is the total amount that you pay per student teacher? '
cooperating teachers. ; 4

3

Per student teacher $

] Offering a formal course in the supervision of student teaching
0 Holding wo'rkshops for cooperating teachers

0 Conducting small seminars with cooperating teachers

] Holding larger conferences on student teaching
;' . 60. Please check any of those benefits which you provide for your co-
0 Mailing out student teaching newsletters to cooperating teachers operating teachers.
{3 Sending cooperating teachers to state conferences dealing with [] Some type of college faculty status

student teaching

4 i ] Free tuition for college courses
[J Sending cooperating teachers to natlonal conferences dealing g

with student teaching. [ Library privileges

[0 Other, please state: [ List names in the college catalog

] Free consultant service from the college

ST R e NIRRT A TR E R TR i R e

] Passes to athletic events

56. Rank (1,2,3.4, etc.) according to importance, those characteristics

that you look for in a cooperating teacher. [J Passes to concerts

] Other, please explain:

— Subject matter competency

T TR T T

— Knowledge of teaching methodology
i — Human relations skill
;' —— Possession of a bachelors degree

— Possession of a masters degree

RS OTRAA TR SR A D TR T TR R gt TR R L T

—. Willingness to work with student teachers . 61. Do building principals receive payment for the placement of student

teachers in their building? [ Yes O Neo
— Having taken a course in Supervision of Student Teaching )
If yes, what amount per student teacher? $
— Possession of a certificate for this type of work

—— Other, please state:

57. To what extent do your coogeraﬁng teachers exemplify the compe-
tencies that you consider to be most important for helping a student |
teacher 62. Does your institution offer some type of graduate course dealing with’

“The Supervision of Student Teaching"? [J Yes O No

Almost completel ] To a limited extent j
= plotely If yes, approximately how many students enroll in the course each
C] Very well [0 Not at all year? "
O Quite well ﬁ

58. Check the statement which best describes your policy concerning ‘
payment to cooperating teachers and/or cooperating school systems ) ]
for working with your student teachers.

i 63. Approximately what percent of your cooperating teachers have had
[0 We do not pay for this service a course in the supervision of student teachers? |

’ [0 We make a payment to the school system 0Oo% ) O 26-50%
[] We make a payment directly to the cooperating teacher 0O15% ] 51-75% . 4
[] Other, please explain: 0O 6-10% ] 76-100%
0 11-25%
97
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ABSTRACT

This study was designed to collect rather comprehensive descriptive information
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sent to each teacher preparing institution in the country and returns were
ultimately received from 847 institutions. This constitutes a 76% return.
The information about the student teaching programs of these 847 institutions
was tallied for each state and also for the entire country. Also, an
analysis was made between public and private institutions, and between
institutions that have received NCATE accreditation and institutions that
have not received this accreditation. A great many basic and significant
differences were found between public and private institutions, and between
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of the study consist of a great deal of descriptive information about
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INNOVATIONS IN STUDENT TEACHING

Supplemsntal Report Noo 1

Dy, James A. Johnson
Norithern Illinols University
DeKalb, Illinois

8 Jul&, 1968

NCTE: This report is intended to supplement the final report of A NATIOMAL
SURVEY OF STUDENT TEACHING PROGRAMS which was conducted under a grant from

the U.S. Office of Education (Grant No. OEG 3«7-068182-2635)e In this suye
vey, a rather lengthy questionnaire was sent to each of the 1,110 teacher
prepariag institutions in the United States. Raturns were received from Y
(or 762> of these institutions. The final report just mentlioned presents the
general findings of this surveys howevers this gupplemental report elaborates
upon the findings of :item Nz, 22 on the questicmnaire whlch asked, "Do you
have what you censider t0 bz any innovations in your student tsaching programn?
[:j Yes !:] No. If Yes, briefly oxplain.® Forty=five per cent of the rese
pondents answered Yes to thls question. This supplemental rcporit presents

the briel exnlanation offerad by these instituticns regarding thelr respective
inngrations in studen? teachingo
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A NATJONAL SURVEY OF STUDENT TEACHING PROGRAMS

Imovations in the Student Teaching Program

INSTITUTION

INNOVATIONS

University of Alabamay, University,
Alabama

Jacksonville Stata University,
Jacksonvills, Alabama

Tuskegee Institute, Tuskegee,
Alabama

Alabama bollege ® Montevallog Ala-
bama

Auburn University, Auburn, Alabama

University of South Alzbama, Mobilsg
Alabama

Alaska Mathodis$ University, Ane
chorage, Alaska

Arizona Stats University, Tempe,
Arizona :

Arkansas State University, State
Undverslty, Arkanaas

Little Rock Un:!.ve esitys Li;.tle Rocl:y
Arkansas

Arkansas State University, State
Unlversity, Arkansas

Student teaching programs in bi-natione
al schools in Mexico and Columbiay
South Amarica

Team teaching

Seminars

. Video tape

Pre«teaching £i21d experience, extended
lab experience, and experience in seve
eral situatlions

Laboratory experience begins in the

. Freshman ysar, ars culminated with

student teaching

Student teaching experience in Bush
achools if desired

Small experimsntal elementary apprentice
teaching program « small graduate teache
ing fellowship program

Spendal methods courses to students

‘before they student teach in publie

schools ~ Secondary

Part time and full time operations =
asslgnments for ineservice teachers

Entire semester - all day, 5 days a
weel: for elementary student teachers
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TISTITUTION INTOVATIONS

A seminar, conducted during the 9
weeklis attempts to keep contact and
: allow for group expression of common
problems

Harding Collegey Searcy, Arkansas

La Verne College, La Verns, Callf- Co
ornla Team teaching ~ modular scheduling and
similar situations

San Francisco State Collegze, San o
Francisco, California Team teaching

Pepperdine College, Los Angeles, .
California Elementary special student teaching 10
weeks fuli time followed by internship
and special project for teachers in
disadvantagzed areas

Stanislaus State College, Turiock, ,
Califorrnda iwo student teachers in same classroome
different hours and/or same hours

Immaculate Heart Colleges; Los Angelas,
California ‘ Internship preparation for which ls
' done in school and will be assigned
during regular term

Loyola University of Los Angeles,

Los Angeles, Callfornia . Video tape and team teaching
Humboldt State Collegey Arcata,
California Elementary » student is in a classroon

each quarter taling professiondaducas
tion courses

San Fernando Valley State College, ,
Northridge, California Student teaching and 2nd methods
courge concurrently - internship pro-
gram

San Jose State College, San Jose,.
Dalifornla ‘ Micro-teaching « tutordal program

. University of Southern Calis’erniag
Los Angeles, California Teacher corps (urban and rural)
" "immersion" into community  T-A work
(assistant, not aide) leading into
student teacling responsibilities
(remuneration for T=A worlk but not for'
student teachingj

©
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INSTITUTION INNOVATIONS
California State College at Los
Angeles, Los Angelesy California Micro=teaching
Chico State College, Chico,
California Flementary programr teach every basic

California Luthemm College,
Thougand Oaks, California

Sonema State College, Rohnert
Park, California

University of San Disgo College
for Many San Diego, California

California Western Unlverslty,
San Diegoy California

San Francisco College for Women,
San Franciscoy California

Chapman College, Orange, Calife
ornia

Temple Buell College, Denvery
Colorado

Adams State Collegs, Alamosa,
Colorado
Unlversity of Denver, Denver,

Col.orado.

University of CGolorados Boulder,
Colorado

subject on different levels and schoe
ols on a two weeks basic with last
month teaching full time

Video tape

Student 'advisory councll « curriculum
¢lasses have laboratory sessions
related to student teaching assignments

Daily student log

One full quarter of full time (8=5)

student teaching = use ¢f video tape

Seminar conducted concuriently with
student teaching

Intern program whersin district proe
vides full time supervisor for each
10«12 interns « supervisor on college

. staff end integrates theory and prace

tice '

Students go '3,: days 3 times 4 week and
full days 2 tines a week

Video tapes

Teacher alde in addition to &.udent
teaching

Offe~campus esphasis in cooperation
with local school district

#
I e e e R T+ |




(\.

wsf Yon

INSTITUZION

INNOVATIONS

Colorado State Colleges Greeley,
Colorado

The Colorado Collegss Colorado
Springs, Colorado

Hartford Seminery Foundation,
Hartford, Connecticut

University of Bridgeports Bridge-
port, Connectlcud

" Failrfield University, Famrfields
Conngctlcut

Central Connecticut State College,
New Britaln, Connectlcut

Bastern Conngeticut State College,
Willimanticy, Connscticut

Yale University, New Haven, Comne
ecticut

Albertus Magnus College, New Havenp
Connecticut

Anrhurst College, Woodstock, Conne
ecticub

Southern Connectlcut State College,
Naw Haven, Connecti.cub

Internship program

Each secondary student teacher is
supervised by a specialist in his
academic fieldo, All student teachers

attend a weekly colloguiem on LiberaX

Education and public school teaching =
Video taping

Create curricula

Each field associzate must have had
two sbtudent teachers before appointe
ment and be recommended by the princie
pal of hls scnool and by college of
education personnel. He must be wile
ling to take at least two student
teachers every three: years

Group process principles are followed

Plant school, FarmingtoneNewington
Projecty outdoor education experilence,
Hartford inner city, public educatione
al services for children,’ Children“s

Museum, etc.

Earyy childhood program

Student teaching done in conjuncbion
with graduate study in subject field

The director teaches in student teache
ers in a seminar one period a week,
first and second senmester

Studant teaching done in Junior year

Participate 1 hour a week during the .
Juniocr year in addition to the 8 week
fvll time student teaching period (24)
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INSTITUTION

INNOVATIONS

o A

Howard University, Washington, D.C.

Elementary: & weeks observation in
each elemenbary grade « 9 weeks of
‘ student teaching in 1 grade

District of Columbia Teachers College,%

Waghingtonyg D.C,

Gallauder Colleye Graduate School,
Washington; DeCo

The Amerdcan Univarsity, Washington,

DoCo

University of Miaml, Coral Gables,
Flordda

Univeruity of South Floriday Tampa,
Floxdda

Universitr of Florida, Gainesville,
Florida

Barry College, Miaml, Florida
Flo:ida Presbyterian College, Ste
Pe'arsburg, Florlda

Uarlversiigr of Tampay, Tampa, Florida

Rollins College, Winter Park, Flore
ida

I Integrated methods and psychology
during student teaching for elementary
majors and professional semester for

secondary

Functions of clinical professors who
both teach graduate courses and supere
vise

Centors set aside for part of our
student teachers

Palring 2 student teachers with one
experienced teacher in "culturally -
disadvantaged” schools

Multiple assignments to schools rather
than to individual supervisors

One resident coordinator student teache
ing center = gtudent teachers and dire
ecting teachers are trained the quarter
before student teaching in verbal lnters
action analysis

Interns begin full time teaching in
November preceded by full week in Septi
ember and 9 weeks of part time before
November experience begins

Directed pre~professional teaching exw
neriences

A1l faculty members in Education Departe
nent supervise atudent teachers

36 hours pre-student teaching observae
tion in conjunction with methods courses
for undergraduates only

e St L R i s A i
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INSTITUTION

INNOVATIONS

Florida Southern College, Lakeland,
Flordda
Emary University, Altanta, Georgia

Georgia Southern College, Statese
boro, Georgla '

Albany State College Y Albany, Georgla

Savannah State Colleges Savannah,
Geoorgia

University of Hawaiiy Honolulu

Northwest Nazavene College, Nampa,
Idaho

The College of Idaho, Coldwell,
Idaho

Southern IXlinois University, Care
bondale, Illinois

Tlinois Wesleyan Unlversity, Bloome
ington; Illinols

Western Illinois Unlversity, Macomb,
I1linois

Northern Illinois University, DeKalby
Illinols

Consistent working cooperation with
directing teachers and principals

and the selection of students to pare
ticipate in student teaching

Junior experience for elementary stu=
dent teaching « use of video tape

Use of teaching field contact personsj
center leader and team leader approach,
otc.

Secondary: team teaching and télevieion ,
teaching

Weekly seminars = student teachers re=
turn to campus; Negro student teachers
in predominantly white schools; spend
orientation period with assigned superw
vising teachér prior to student teaching

Student teachers have legal status by
state law ‘= our best innovation is in
Beginning Teacher Develcopment

Professional term = video tape « visual
materdals used in methods classes

.Uniiied program of general methods

course content, observatlon period,
and student teaching

Full professional quarter of student 3
teaching « pre-lab experiences

Junior particlpation with teacher who
will be the student®s cooperating
teacher when student tegching

Resident coordinators in offecampus
centers

Video tape
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- Anderson College, Anderson, Indiana
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T INHOVATIONS

el wsat

Greenvilie Gollege, Greeuvi‘!.le,
I1linols

National College of Education,
Evanston, I11inois

North Central College, Naperville,
I1linois

The University of Chlcago, Chicago,
I1linols

Northeastorn Illinols State Collage,
Chicago, Illinois

Noxrth Park College and Theologleal
Seminary, Chlcago, Illinois

Eastern Illinois University, Charlese
ton, I1linois .
Principia College, Elsah, Illinois

Rockford Golleige s Rockford, Illinols’

Knox College, Galegsburg, Illinois

Millikin Universitys Decatiar; Illine
ois

Barat College, Lake Forest, Illincls

Augustana College, Rock Island, Illine| :
: Full day student teaching « Pass or

ols

Bradley University, Peoria, Illinois

Opening week of school spent with the
public school teacher followed by five
weeks of classes, then 8 weeks spent
with the public school teacher

Professional seminar

Closed circuit television

- Student teaching as part of practicum

Micro teaching prior to student teaching
Field work prior to student teaching

Micro teaching = prec-at.udent teaching

Jabg

Department chairman help students :l.n
all areas of our work

Integrated "teaching semestery' team
t.aught by members of daparhnent with
various fleld trips sandwiched around
student teaching

Video taping

Pre=student teaching contact in the
classroom before the block placement

20 hours of observation in a public
school

Fail grading for student teaching -
student on Teacher Education Committee -

Pra-student teaching lab experlences

Studont exchange » tilevision amplif-
icater « team teaching « work study
progran
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INSTITUTION

TUNOVATIONS

Earlham Collegs, Richmond, Indiana

Purdue University, Lafayette, Ind=
lana

University of Notre Dame, Notre
Damay Indiana

DePauw University, Ureencastle, Inde
iana

Franklin College of Indiana, Franklin,
Indiana

Indiana State University, Terre Haute,
Indiana ,

Goshen College, Goshen, Indiana

Valparaiso University, Valparalsoy |
Indiana

Saint Maryeofsthe=Woods Colleges

Saint Maryeof=thesWoods, Indlana

Hanover College, Hanover, Indiana
Butler University, Indianapolils,
Indliana

Ste Mary's Collegey Notre Dame,
Indiana

Worlding in inner city schools and
maling urban studies

Decentralized supervision; public
*school supervision of beglnning teachers

Field supervisors and staff associates
Use of television in conferences

Block program involving obsxzvation
4n classes where students will ultime
ately student teach

Video tape

Elementary - student teaching semester
ggr professional workships and teache
ne :

6=9=3 wecks semester plan = courses, '
stpdent toaching, seminar respectfully

Our seminar for student teachers alw
lows for a kind of "independent study"
approach . ‘

Professional semester during which
the student has no courses excepb
those in professional education and
student teaching

Professional simester of secondary
aducation ‘

%seMtion in Junlor year = pree
student teaching experlences
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INSTITUTION . INNOVATIONS
g Manchoster College, North Manchester,
Indiana Use of vidoe taping
University of Iowa, Iowa City, .
Iowa ' | Professional semester in education
Graceland Colleg®, Lamonl, Iowa Attempt to individualize the student
: teaching experience
! Towa State University, Ames, Iowa Eleméntaryc One 6 weeks experiencs
in lower elementary, one 6 weeks
| experience in upper elementary (where
: possible in opposing socio-economs
{ jcal lewvels)
~ Northuestern College, Orange City, | .
| Towa Seminar of 2 day, second week in
| . ' : which cooperating teachers come to
campus for discussion, instruction,
| . questions answered
- University of Northern Iowa, Cedar - S
A Falls, Iowa ‘ . Micro teaching, extensive inter- |
, ~view procedure, video teping of .
student teaching experience in
public schools
: Central College, Pellay Iowa Professional term = micro teaching =
: video tape supervision of student
; ' _ teaching
Briar Cliff College, “loux City, :
Jowa | | Video taping on location
Loras College, Dubuque, lowa Student, teachers have been tape re-
' cording elementary classes for over
| L yeors : |
Clarke College, Dubuque; Iowa . September experiences = two weeks in
: : @*lementary public schools before ree
turning to the cellege carpus ~ tutore ,
ing |
| |
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INNOVATLONS

Friends Unjiversity, Wichita, Kansas

Marymount Collene, Salina, Kansas

| Sacred Heart College, Wichita, Kmsas

Saint I-fary. Colleze, leavenworth,
Kansas

Washburn University, lopeka, Kansas

Kansus State University, Manhattan,

Kansas

Kansas State College of kit.tsburg,,
PittSburg_,, Kansas

Mt. St, Scholastica College, Atchi-
son, Kansas

Wichita State Univergity, Wichité,
Kansas

Eastern Kentucky University, Riche
mond, Kentucky

Nazareth Collegey Nazareth, Kentucky

!

Morehead State University, Morehead,
Kentucky

Catherine Spalding College, louis-
viliegy Kentucky

Villa Madonna College, Covington,
Kentuclcy

Profassional senester with rotation

[dcroeteaciing- Video taping- In-
teraction Analysis

Video taping

Simulated laboratory for pre-studert
teaching |

Student teaching with honors

Weeldly seminars with colleze and

llennin;er Foundation Staff Members

September observation experience
(atiend public school teacher meete
ing and first week of classes)

Use of closed cerquit [, V. and video
tape

Video tape and combined education
department with St. Benedict's College

vrofessional semestere-secondary. Block

classes and particination in schools
in 7 weeks vrior to actuzl student
teaching, Subject matter specialists
suwoervise student teachers

Team Teaching
Interns (4 to 1 supervisor) who have

complete charge of classroom for entire
school year | _ | '

for student teaching experience

Intern pro ram in one school for priests-
teachdrs

Beth members of Department of Education
and members of academic departments
supervise student teachers

e e i T e i
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I.0OVATIONS

Berea College, Bereay, Xentucky
Asbury College, Wilmore, Kentucky

Northwestern State Collegds, Natche
jtoches, Louisiana

Northeast Louisiana State Collegze,
Monrcs, Louisiana

Nicholls State College, Thibodaux,
Louisiana

Xavier University, New Orleans,
Louisiana

Louisiana Polytechnic Institute,
Ruston, Louisiana

Our Lady of Holy Cross College,
New Orleans, Loulsiana

St. lay's Dominican College, iew
Orleans, Louisiana

Southern University, Baton Rouge,
Ioulsiana

University of Maryland, College
Park, Maryland

-
f

Assignments
0.Es0¢ = Head Start program on campus

Observation - participation at ths
secondary level, We have conducted
an observatione-participation program
at the elementary level for a number
of ywvars.

Video tape - micro teaching - pre-lab
observations

Internship program at the elementary
level

Student teachers become a part of
these programs or pilot studiea:
nonegraded, department programs in
6,7’ = 8 grades, etco A)l such proe
grams are cooreratively worked out

. between college program and regular .

school progranmg

Do not give AyBsC marks in professional
l=b experience

Prior to the semester of student teache
ing, these students are required to do :
36 hours of teacher aid work. (no credlt)

Longer period of observation: and parte 3
jeipation- video taping or student :
teachers at worke micxroeteaching

Program designed for the training of
Junior High School teachers

Teacher education centerse coordinated
by a full~time join! appointee of univere
sity and public schools. @
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INI0VATIONS

Hood College, Frederick, Maryland |

The Merylend Institute, College of
Art, Baltimorey, Maryland

Frostburg State Collsze,
Maryland

Mrostburg,

Peabody Conservatory, Baltmore,
Maryland

Columbia Union College, Takoma i’ark,
Maryland |

University of Méssachusetts, Amherst,
;Iassacnu etts

State College at Framingham, Frame
inghamy, Massaciusetts

Salem State College, Salem, Mass=
achusetts

Boston College, Chestnut Hill,
Massachusetts

State G'ollege at Worcestary
Worcoster, HMassachusetts

State College at Bridgewater;
Bridgewater, Massachusetts

Junior aide program

Graducte vrozram in co-»o*erv..tion with
Hillicrest Children's Center, Washing=
ton, DJC., leading to title of Art
Tneracist in Special Education

An increased interest and shering of
training, both on casrpus and in the
3814 of rractice, by the content ine
structors of the :najors in which the
students are working. DNotably to date
in English, Geography; Mathematics,
Thysical Bdueation, irt, and Musico

Spread over a 2 year perlod

Some work in board:o.ng, schools m.tnin
200 mile radius

A pilot program with 15 weeks of
student teaching planned for next
semester (elementary)

Linited number of students in inner=
city schoolse.

Block or group assignments to foster
team teaching and to nrovide more
concentrated supervision .

Some center « excallent college
supervisor=student teacher ratio

Cooperaling teachers conferences for
teachers, department chairmen, supere
visors, and principals

vrofegsionral semester, 16 wieks = %

day at laboratory schcol and dc,y“
integrated with methods uiassea ;
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Northeastern University, 3oston,
Magsachusetts

Eastern Nazarsne College, walliastong

Massachusetts

Boston Uriversity, Boston, Massachu-

setts

Stonehill College, North Easton,
Magsachusettis

Suffolk University, Poston, lasse
achusetts

~ College of Our Lady of the Elms,
Chicopas, Massachusetts

Gordon Collegze, Wenham, Massachu=-
setts

Cardinal Cushing College, Brooke
lins, Massachusetts

Lesley College, Cambridge, Masge
achusetts

Magssachusetts Collegakof Art,
Boston, Massachusetts

terrimack Collegs, Jorth Andover,
Magsachusetts

About 25% of students have prior
paid positions as "teacher aides'

4 required 160 hours of observation
and serving as teacher aid befors
student teaching

Centers established in elementary and
secondary education, 10-12 student
teachers in one school with a supere
visor out 235 days a week

AN

Clinical professor approach

Summer program = experimented with
reinbursing cooverating teachers in
Newton school systeme. Student pald
extra 50,00, Suffolk University
matehed with $50.00, and Newton matched

. the $100.00, so cooperating teacher

received $200,00

Students do this vork in thelr home
cities during the first eight weeks
of publi¢ school- September and Octe
ober

Methods course taugnt in a block with
two nornings per wesik observation in
the public school. classroom

Prerequisite = 50 hours work with
cidldren in age group plan to teach

Student teaching centers in public
gschool systems

Student teachingp center concept with
joint responsibility

Ineservice teachers as teachers of
courses in special methcds

cvn 44200
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Atlantic Union College, South
Lancaster, HMassachusetts

Nazareth College, Kalamazoo,
Michigan

Aquinas College, Grand Raplds,
Michlgan

Andrews University, Serrien Springs,
Michigan

Spirihlég Arbor Collezes, Spring Arbor,
chigan

Wayne State University, Detroit,
Michigan

Hope College, Hollend, Michigan

Michigan State University, East
Lansing, HMichigan’

Alma College, Almay, Michigan

Univarsity of Detroity Detroib,
Michigan '

Adrian Colleze, #Adrian, Michigan

Kalamazoo College, Kalamazpo,
Michipan

Pre-gtudent teaching laboratory
requirements

New program to be aimed at infer-
cilty teaching

Bloclk of elementary professional
education

Closed ecircuit T.V. for evaluation

Twin Valley Center =~ L collegzes and
universities

Flementary student teaching centers=
scecial student teachiny center for
inner -~ city teacher preparation-
student teaching in Canada~ student
teaching in Job Corp center

Five are 1n a whole year ‘'teachsr
agsociate" program in Saugatucke
Three are expecting to participate
in the Philadelphia program of GLCA

Elementary intern program, clustering
arrangement leading to more individ-
valized instruction ‘ [

Bxperimenting with all day student |
teaching in elementary schools for
one term. Cooperating program in
ghetto area teaching in Detroit with
Detroit P.So and Wayne State Univerw Ty
sity (1967-68)

Tesn teaching in the secondary level
(3 and L student in a toam)

Professional semester

An inner city program
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Adrian College, idrian, Michigan © T'rofessional semester - 3 days .
until mid semester then full days

College of Ste Thomas’ Ste Palll"
Minnesota Internship

Moorhead State Collejge, lMoorhead,
Minnesota IBH card apzlication. One half day
a week joint meeting with supervise
ing teacher, college supervisor,

and member of major acaderic departe
ment

State College, Ste Cloud, Minne '
esota Program controlled by a council

which is a noneprofit tax exempt
cornoration with a representative
from each school district

St, Olaf College, Northfield, '

Minnesota A nossibls outgrowth of a Sophomore
» dnternship program which won an

' , AACTE @istinguished award for exe
cellence in teacher education, 1968

Carleton Colleges Northfield, : :
Minnesota ACi urban semester in Chicazo - sone
video taping of student teaching

College of St. Scholastica,
Duluth, lHinnesota Student teaching in an individuale
jzed program « we train them for this

Concordia College, Ste Paul,
Minnesota Two experiences = 5 day for 5 weeky
for Juniors and i quarter full days
for Seniors

Gustavus Adolphus College, i

S5te Peter, Minnesota Professional serester of 15 weeks %
(combines methods and Educational !

¥sychology in 7 wesks, student teach

in other 8 weeks)

Hamline University, St. Paul, i
Minnesota Early assignment = spring before fall
term work

Mankato State College, Mankato,

Mirmesota , Saminar in student teaching «~ weekly
' - onwcarpus sominar < one day each

collage qgqaarter ~
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Tougaloo Colleges Tougaloo, Mississippi| We place our student teachers only
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Willsam Carey College, Hattlusburss
Mississippi

[

Mississiopi Siwie College for Women,
Columbus, Missisgippl

Jackson State Colleges Jackson,
Mississippi

Evangel Colleges Springfield,
Migsourl

Webster College, St. Louis,
Misgsouri

Harris Teachers Colleges Sto
Louis, lilssouri

Marillac Colleges St Louls,
Misgsourdi . ,

University of Missourl, Columbia,
Missourd

in schools located near our college

Cooperating teachers are invited to
a coffea hour dwring American Ede
ucacion Weeks We also give a free
scholarship to each - good for one
courss. Also to the superving prine
cipal '

September experience and pre- stue
dent teaching lab experience

Regular school term ineservice
growth program for supervising tea-
chers, including participation in
national conferences, observatione
al tours

Student teaching coordinator eppointe
ed by the Springfield School System

to supervise and coordinate the proe
gram for the three colleges in Springe
field

Departmental involvement in methods
and student teaching; involvement of
students in methods, curriculun deve
elopment and student teaching from
Sophomore year on

Student teachers spend two weeks at
eech grade level thru grade 8; also,
are assigned to two schools in cone
trasting socioseconomic arsas of the
city for ten weeks each

Student teaching talms place during
a professional semustery the first 6
weelts of which arve devoted to special
methods courses which are concluded
alter 10 weeks of student teaching

Vidoo tepe « each student teacher doe
ing at least one lesson '
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% Central Missouri Stats College,
Warrensburg, Missouri Inner city program - pre student
teaching experience, followed by
special student teaching expsriencs
: : in inner city schools, Ve also use
] _ . video tape extensively for those
student teaching in lab school

Tarkis College, Tarkio, Missourd Student teaching block of (1) prine
ciples and planning in teaching and

(2) student teachinge Each full time
for 4 term each

: Rockhurst Colleye, Kangas City,
: Missouri , 15 area liberal arts collegzes are

running a full semester inner city

cooperating student teaching program

Eagtern Montana College, Billings,

! Montana Television filming of student teacher
: | and future student teachers, to a
: linmited dezree
i Carroll College, Helena, Montana Professional semester
Western Montana College, Dillon, ; .
= Montana Secondary student teachers out 8
weeks, then return for 33 hour worke
shap '
Montana State University, Boze=
mang Montana Video tape
Rocky Hountain Coliege, Billings, ' .
Montana We do the things that other people
gay they do
Union College, Lincoln, Nebraska Pro-gamester student teachers report

when the teachers do for inegervice

Omzhz University, Omaha, Nebraska Video teope

Chadron State College, Chadron,
Nabrasghka Micro-teaching prior to student teache

ing experlence

University of Nebraska, Iincolng
MNebraska Television and instant playback for

the purpose of analyzing student
teaching and employing Interaction
Anzlysis and one or two other obe
gervational systems
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paporey s

‘boro, New Jersey

Cencordia Teachors Colleges Scward,
Hebs '*“Tca

Univorsity of New Hampshizo,
Durbam, Hexr Hampshire

St. Anselm’s College, Manchoster,
New Hampshire

BloomPield Collegas Bloomfield,
New Jersay

Glassboro State College, Glasse

Jersey City State College, Jorsey
City, New Jersay .

Westminster Choir Collage, Pz'ince-
ton, New Jeraay

Upsala College, Dast Crange, New
Jorsey

Rider College, Trenton, lew Jersey

Baatern New Moxico Univeorsiiy,
Portoles, New ioxico

Univerosity of New laoxicos Adbucuers
e, New Hexlco '

»

New Moxlco State Universilty, Izs
Crucon, Mow Moxico

" Student: tea

3 elom ﬂn'{:ar* cchool. throuzhouh tha
b

Us

Hid-wosh (Foe Hayne 2 Tndiana, I'?:.lu
vanliees Ot louis, Donver, Tenson,
Phcuﬂ.!....., Ponca (ll'by" Oiclan SR g CGC‘)

j€2]
3

u:"g Qt;ﬂ’s—‘ n yir? -
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Soeondaey school is lotrolt,
5% .LOLJ.o, Denver, etc,

chors placed in "oandem
teams¥ with Inboraction &nelysis

training .

Placing 3»5 students wibh one waster

teacher ~» ons c¢lass

Pree~student teaching conferences
involving cooperating teacher.and
student teacher and supervising

- teacher

Innér;-city sgmester with the dise
advantaged

FProfessional semaster

Students do thelr elementary practe
icum during Sophomore ysar

Inecourse uss of simulated instruce
tional sessions and video tapinge
This is prior to student teaching

Our metheds instructors are alse our
suparvisors

Ungraded elementary team teaching '

Yodular scheduling, team teaching
supervising, lab experiences fox
each methods course, satelllte lab
schools

M.eronteaching aud video tab:ing

»
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INNOVATIONS

Mills College of Education,
New Yorl, New York ,

La Mayne Coilege s Syracuses
New York

St, Joet!s College for Women,
Brooklyn, New York

Mary ‘ROgers College, Maryinoll,’
New York

City College, New York, New York

Medallle College, Buffalo, New York

8%, Lawrence Unlversity, Canton,
New York '

Brentwood College, Brentwood, New
York

State University College abt Fredonia,
Fredoniay New Yorlk .

Skidmore Collspe, Saratoga Springs,
New York

State University of New York, Cole
leme ab Cortland, Cortland, New Yovk

Two student teaching experiences in
Junior and Senior year - observation
in child care center

Block program - methods prior to

. student teaching

A child study center, Keprimary

Residency for some with the eooper=
ating faculty of practice school

Placement of elementary student
teacher ' in Gpecial Servics School

4n New York City in which the students
receive 2,50 per hour

Dm;ing third year, students work with

* a teacher 30 clock hours a tri-mester.

Total credit hours « 3

"professional semester! for.student
teachers during senior year. XNo
academic campus courses taken. Profese
sional courses only plus & weeks full
time teaching in publle schools

~

Bach student records a lesson in her
selfeavaluatione Weekly seminars in
zn elementary school with demonstra=
tiong by experienced teachers

Glindcal analysis/building approach.
3n addition to conventional one stude
ent teachor assigned to one clagsroom
teaclier approach

Elementary = full semester block nrow

-grany integrating theory and practice

Participation in Philadelphia, Panngyle
vanla program ‘

g e i -
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INNOVATIONS

D%Youville Collegs, Buffaloy New York
Pratt Collegae, Brooklyn, New York

State University of New York at
Geneseo, Geneseo, dew York

Cornoll University, Ithaca, New
York

Marist College, Poughkeepsie, New
York

Houghton College, Houghtony New
York ‘

Fordhan Universiiy, New York, New
York
State University College ab Polse .

dam, Potsdam, New Yorl

State University College at Oswegos
Oswegos New Yorlk

The Kingls College, Briareliff
Manor, New Yorlk

The University of Rochester,
Rochester, New York

Teanm supervision to begin next year

Outstanding public school teachers
and administrators are hired as
teaching assistants to the college to
aid in planning program and supervige
ing students

A1) supervisors teach methods courses
as well as supervise

Nonegraded team

Confing to one senmaster of intensive
theory and practige teaching

All £a1l placements beginning with
opening faculty meeting

Student teaching is part of Senlor
courss in learning teaching mathods;
Jjunior year course in Urban child,
including field work and observation

Yaired groups = geme system, different
lovels

Peachers and student teachers assigned

in teems malking posslible peor supere

visbyiand clinical analysis by other
oups with subsequent presentation

of data to the one who taught the loge

son

Two 8 week accelerated professional
courses to free last 8§ weeks for sece
ondary student teaching

Bloclk program < instructional team (Us
faculty) highly individualized

e
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Syracuse University; Syracuse, ‘
New York Ressarch study in developing super-

, visory skills of cocpsrating teachers
State University College, Broclkport,
New York Si.mulation in student teaching

New York Universitys; New York, New
York | "Apprent.ice teachers" receive pay for
‘assisting teacher while fulfilling
student teaching requirements. They
are erployees of Department of Educa~
tion and well as student of University

Elmira Callege, Elmire, New York " Team taught professional sequence cored
by experience program , _

State University of Nsw York at ,
Albany, Albany, New-York Center concept = professor of student
. teaching in residence - tenchen iclasses

_Queens College of the City Univere
sity of New York, Flushing, New
York .. Special lab schools-other special

programs for training for urban OXew

perience '

Roberts Wesleyan College, North
Chili, New York 11 week period e two weels of seminars

Western Carolina University,
Cullowkee, iorth Garolina Student teaching centers

North. Crrolina Universitngaleighs
North Carolina Making a study at ths community.in

, which student teaching is done as a
means of planning the instructional
program in terms of local situation
and need

Pembroke State Cc;llege, Pembroka 9
North Carolina Students attend classes 8 wesks and
teach full time 8 weeks

Salem College, Winston-Salem,
North Carolina Incorporation of all "courses" into
sequential lab worlkshop discussion
types. An academic major for elemone
tary as well as secondary and many
others

University of North Carslinay, Chapel
Hill, North Carolina ' Training center using 3 public schools

EKC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Greensboro Colle;ey Graensboro,
" North Carolina Pro=teaching at beginaning of public
school. in stucdent's home town., LEde

ucation fiezld work :

Saint Augustine’s College, Raleigh,
North Carolina lore involvement with subject matter
' rrofessors and mass media or educae
tional technology
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Ienolr Rhyne College, Hickory, North )
Carolina College supervisor video tapes actual
classroom episodes in public schools,
using portatls apparatus. Student
teacher viecws playback, critinizes,
oetc.

TS WATUER RSy TR W

Mary College, Bismarck, North Dakota Seminar each week on "art ideas" things
tried - how to get "variations" and

"takewoffs"
University of North Dakota, Grand . '
Forks, North Dalota Research and experimentation in stue
' dent teaching in operatlion in several
areas .

Colleze of Mount St. Josseph, Mount ' '

St. Josephs Ohio sdvisory committee to Education Departe-
ment (1 superintendent, 3 principals,

3 cooperating teachers, 2 student tea-
chers) to advise on student teaching
and general education program. Use

of movie camera and tape recorder

v D it

. - s s,

Walsh College, Cznton, Ohilo Student teaching is done full day for
8 weeks at beginning of senior year,
spring semester

Central State Unlversity, Wilber-

relationsiip from time entering T.E.
vrogran to baginning of student teache
ing. (2) Substantial time allowance
in load for faculty acting as college
supervisor (student teaching= two 5=
hour courses in our load formula) ]

force, Ohic Participation in hiladelphiay; Penne f
§ylvania Urban Student Teaching Labe §
oratory ﬁ
Hiran College, Hiram, Ohlo (1) Internsidir in a school-stvdent ;

University of Ulneinrati, Cincine

nati, Ohio | Provision for "non-standard" students
' who have degrees but no work in educa~
tion '

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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University of Toledo, Toledo, Ohio
Case - Western Reserve Unlversity,
Cleveland, Ohio

Miami University, Oxford,' Ohlo

Muskdngum College, New Concordy
Ohio

John Carroll University, Cleveland,
Ohio

Capital University, Columbus, Ohlo

Xavier University, Cincinnati , Ohio
Mary Manse College, Toledo, Ohio

Baldwin « Wallace College, Beresa,
Ohio

Otterbein College, Westerville, Onio

Ohie Northern Unjversity, Ada, Ohio
- Oberlin Collego, Oberlin, Ohio

Youngstoun State Unilversity, Youngse
town, Ohlo

Ashland Colle:e, Ashland, Ohio

b

Stuwent teaching centers whera 12«18
are placed in one school

Earllier field experience, beginning
at Sogchomore level and continuing
thru the student teaching experilence
with same cooperating teacher

Video tape student £eachers in public
schools '

The month of January may be spent in
a metropolitan area school

Individual matching through personal
contacts of student teacher with coope
erating teacher. ..

Bducational semester with full day
gstudent teaching

Video tape
Chanzed marks to Satisfactory = Unsate
isfactory .

We have added prewstudent teaching
school visitation and lab experience
to already existing program

Professional semaster = lst § weeks,
3 education courses and 2nd 8 weeks,

. full time in public schools

Pogsible duval experience = primary and
elementary

Ylementary -« two 8§ week blocks in
niddle of each semester

One semester of observation at the
beginning of the Junior year - this
also includes participation

Students assigned in teams of two per
classroom; CCIV used for part of eve
aluation
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INSTITUTION T INNOVATIONS -

University of Daytong Daytoﬁ, Ohio = Video tape and microeteaching. .

Saint John College, Cleveland, Ohlo Laboratory experiences baginhlng in
2 . Freshman year. and culminating in
student teaching in the benior year

Ohio University, Athens, Ohio dtudents are assigned in tean teaching
and nonegraded situations

. Northwestern State Collegey Alva,
Oklahoma Video tape

University of Oklahoma, Nbrman, ‘
Oklahoma Humen relation workshop concerning
: disadvantaged and University children

University of lulsa, Tulsa, Okla=
homa Video tave and micro=teaching

Southwestern State College, Wbather- .
ford, Oldahoma Student teachers are placed each 8
: , weeks « four times a year

i

Oklahoma State University, Stillwater, ~
Oklahoma Two weeks observation at the start of
the school jyear

University of Oregon, Eugeney, Oregon Clinical supervision, internships,
. block experiences -

Pacific University, Forest Growe,
Oregon slcere-teaching prior to zctual teache

ing

Southern Oregon Collega, Ashland,
Oregon Clinical supervision in elementary
first quarter

Linfield College, McMinnville,
Oregon Interns out in the schools. We are

using video tape and supervision by
conmittees

Portland State College, Portland,
Oregon Cooperative clinical profession age
gignmants with school districts

Lewls and Clark College, Portland,
Oregon Video tape

University of Portlandy Portland,
Oregon | Professional semester

ER&C

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Mt. Avgel College, !Mto Angel, Oregon

Millersville State Coll2ge, Millers=
ville, Pennsylvania

Shirpensburg State College, Shipe
pensburg, .\ ennsylvanla

College Miselicordia, Dallas, Pen=
nsylvania

West Chester State College, West
Chester, Pennsylvania

University of Plttsburghy, Pittse
burgy Pennsylvanla

Wilson College, Chambersburg;
Pemnsylvania

Bucknell University, Louisburg,
Pennsylvania

Terple University, Philadelphiay
Pennsylvania

Muhlenberg Collepe, Allentown,
Penngylvania

Allegheny College, Msadville,
Pennsylvania

The Pennsylvanla State University,
. Unlversity Parlk, Penngylvanila

Sequential lab experiences leading
up to student teaching

Length of time in student teaching
varied accordling to accomplishment

EeToUe

Booklet filled out by student teacher,
biographical sketch =« hopes for stu=

dent teaching sent to cooperating
teachsr

Team supervision by suﬁervisor

Four varied programs are involved
each with 1nnovations

Team teaching and video tape

In secondarys, a research « oriented

- aporoach emphasizing development of

concepnis

Center aprroach with resident super=
intendent -« Joint supervision with

City of Philadelphia = staff developw
nental program for princlpalsy; coope

.erating teachers

Each elementary student teacher has
2 asgignmentss half semester in
primarys half in intermediate

Mandatory five-~psar involving full
pay, full year internship (after
student teaching) and MA degree

Prew=gstudent teacnlng experiences and
September experience for all students

[P S S o L7
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TINOVATIONS

University of Scranton, Scrantony
Pennsylvania '

Holy Family College, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania

Villamor University, Villamor,
Pennsylvania

Messiah College, Grantham, ! emn=
sylvania

Slippey ﬁoék State Collegey Slipe
pey Sock, I'ennsylvania

Rogemont Golleée, Rosemonts Pemne
Eylvania

Drexel Institute of Technology,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Wbshington and Jefferson College,
Washington, Pennsylvania

Waynesbury College, Waymesbury,
Pennsylvania .

Lebanon Valley Collese, annville,
Pennsylvania

Wilkes College, Wilkes-Rarre,
Pennsylvania

Dickinson College, Caxllsle, Penn-
sylvania

Carnegle tlellon University, Plttse
burg, Penngylvanila ‘

Observation through structured cobe
servation forms o very flexlible

Pre=student teaching observations and
seminars

Full semester « student follows school
N

Metnods work coordinated with student
teacning

Varied experiences for student teachers
Professional semester |

Cooperative education progrem = send
students to teach in local schools,
and tney receive credit for student
teaching

Intern program the 1st semester of
Senior year; student teaching the 2nd
semester

Professional semester for liberal arts
majors « we have no secondary education
major

Follow=-up on first year teachers

Professional semester - two courses
in education taken previously to the
professional semester

Professional semester - fleld practe
icum in Zducational Psycology during
pre=student teaching

Professional semester

e et gl - B T o e s e R

G e T O N, b 5 e S o Bt

e T e e g,



T e o vt w0 0 T o e P AN, AT NT i T G G RTINS

L

ey ——

E

¢
i
3

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o

27w

INSTITUTION

Yzl

I T

INJOVATIONS

Marywood College, Scrantony Penne
sylvania

Catholic University of Puerto Rico,
Poncey Puertc Rico '

University of Puerto Rico, Rio
Piedras, Fuerto iico

Brown Unlversity, Provicence,
Rhode .Is)and

Rhode Island Collegey Frovidenve
Rhode Island |

Providence College, Providenca,
Rhode Igland

Bryant, Collene, Providence, Rhode
Island

Bob dones University, Greenville,
Seuth Carolina

Clemson .University, Clemsony South
Carolina

Allen Unilversity, Columbia, South
Carolina

South Carolina State College, Orange-
burg, South Carolina

Lander College, Greenwood, South
Carolina

Claflin Colloege, Jmangmturgs South
Carollna

Supervision tirough classroom intere
action analysis techniqus =~ estabe
lishment of s:zcific centers at a
distance from the college

4 program wil.a Department of Publiec
Instruction cherin Scophomores, Juniors,
Seniors forr. University svend 6 hours
a week in puolle schools with teachers

Micro=teaching

Fellowslip programé féderally funded
during shich the student recelves
benefi.s much as the AYI sclence pro-

gramn

Area schools and e¢oordinating supere
viscrs for area schools and area cone
cenration

Micro»teacging
Profbsgional semester'
Video tapo

Team teaching

Teacher~heclper crogram in elementary
education

. P e TR e

Integrative seminars held prior to
and after student teacning

Bloek scheduling of program during year
in which student teaching takes place

Block systenm
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INSTITUTION

INNOVATIONS

‘Benedict College, Columbia, South
Carolina

Horthern State College, Aberdeen,
South Dakota

Dakota Wesleyan University, Mitchell,

South Dal;ota

South Dakota State Unlversity,
Brookings, South Dakota

General Bsadle State College,
Madison, South Dakota

Covenant College, Chattanoga, Tenne
esseo

Bethel Goilege, HeKenzie, Tennfsseo

Austin Peay State Universlty,
Clarksville, Tennssse2

George Peabody-college, Naehville,
Tenneyses

University of Tennessee, Knoxville,
Tennessee

Siena College, Memphis, Tennessee
Carson « Newman College, Jefferson

City, Tennesses

Tugoulum College, Greenevill, Tenne
essen

{

Tennessee Technological University,
Cookeville, Tennessece

Milligan College, 1illigan College,
Tennesses

Blocking student teaching for last
semester of Senior year

Television recorde:rs

Planned team approach in classroom
setting

Team teaching = EIV = independen£

study
Team teaching

Weekly seminer

Team teaching .

* Seminar prior to student teaching -

use of Interaction analysls

Professional semester

Interaction analysis = video tape =

gimulated experiences to some extent

Professional semester

Block program = video tape for student
teaching

One half semester full time in public
school; first one half in a block eds
ucation course

Prepare teachers of rural disadvantagedj
humanistic sunervislon

Professiopal senester

-, ;
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INSTITUTION INHOVATIONS

Lambuth College, Jackson, Tennessee In elementary reading course, stu-
dents are assigned teacher in public
school during semester preceding
student teachinge. %4his student cone
tinues under same teacher the follove
ing semester for student teaching,
which in effect is a year of internship

Christian Brothers College, Momphis,
Tennessee All student teaching is done is summer
session

Union University, Jaclson, Tennessee Pre=requisite courses are offered
during the first half of the semester
in which the student teacher teaches

Texas 4 & I University, Kingaville,
Pexas Workshop for cooperating teachers

The University of Texas, Austin,
Texas Team teaching « Latin American Ede,
‘ ucation Program

% Midwestern University, Wichita
t ‘Falls, Texas I'rofessional semester

Austin Colleges; Sherman, Texas MAT
Ste Bdward!s Unlversity, Austin,

Texas | Use of ¥landos analysis - micro teach-
-} dng on limited scalse

Texas Southern University, Houston, '
Texas Educational isedia Institute

Paul Quinn College, Waco, Texas yYrofesgional semester

North Texas State University,
Dentony Texas i'rofessional semester of 15 hours of
integrated study (elementary) = ree
verse block of 8 weelks of student
teaching and 8 weeks of campus study
(secondary)

; Sul Rogs State Collegzey Alpine,
i Texas .| No grade is given, all requirements
must be completed prior to credit

Stephen F, Austin State College, ,
Nacopdoches, Texas student teaching seminar immediately
'‘following student teaching

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

'ER&C
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| INSTITUTION INNOVATIONS
P Toxas A & M University, College ;
: Station, Texas Full time 9 weeks plus 6 weeks block }
y ' . | onecammus courses for a total of 15 i
| education credits « integrated curs
: riculum in professional senlor semese 1
: ter j
5
| Weber State College, Ogden, Utah Intorn program !
f ‘ College of Southern Utah, Cedar City, 5
| Utah Secondary supervisors in education !

Utah State Universitys Logan, Utah Video tape %
Brigham Young University, Prove, Utah | Micro teaching - team teaching‘ :
} ‘University of Utah, Salt Lade City, §
I , Utah Student teaching centers in selected i
| schools = teaching assistantships !
preceding student teaching §
; University of Vermont, Vermont Internship é
| Jdohnson State College, Johnson, §
Vermont ~ Team teaching = video tape- g
Norwich University, Northfield, f
Vermont Use of non~aducation department faculby :
| to supervise and evaluate student :
teachers i
Virginia Union Unlversity, Riche | é
3 mond, Virginia Cadet teacher exchange progran with !
; , midwestern collsge - §
Radford College, Radford, Virginla In secondary school adsignment in 3 §
subjects, 3 grade levels, exmperience i
with 3 supervising teachers §
BEastern Memnnonite Collegey Harrisons §

burgs Virginia Junior year pre-student teaching expere

ience

T e

Univorsity of Virginia, Charlottese ,
wille, Virginia A prewstudont teaching course. « micro
teaching, analytic methods of studying
teaching and learning behaviors

+

Virginia State College, Petersburg, .
Virginia Publications, seminars, and September
experiences

= AT 5 s Y R T kg e e R i

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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INSTITUTION INNOVATIONS

i St. Martin's College, Olympia, Washing=
! ton Interactlion analysis

Pacific Lutheran University; Tacoma,
Washington ' Alternate levels available; elementary

candidates in secondary and sccondary
candidates in elementary

Eastern Washington State College,
Cheney, Washington Voluntary practicum in supervision of
student teaching. Slower developing
students may take an extended expero
jence

University of Washlngton, Seattle,
Washington Students spend entire year in school

Fort Wright College, Spokane, Washe
ington - jUse of slide camera to record student
reaction during teaching act |

e N e A

Whitman College, Walla Walla, Washe ,
ington | Interaction analysis = licro-teaching

TG .

Central VWashington State College, .
Ellensburg, Washington Video tape

Glenviile State Colle;e, Glenville, | - :
West Virginia Student teaching packet

Davis and Elkins College, Elkins, .
West Virginia _ Student teaching block

Marshall University) Houtington,

West Virginia Utilization of multiple assigmments in
o our school to experiment with an ine-

. dividualized instructional approach

West Virginia University, Morgane
town, West Virginia Microsteaching and interaction analysis

West Virginla State College,

Institute, West Virginia . We require candidates vwithout teaching
g experience who ars approved for summer

sassion student teaching to complete

50-60 clock hours work as teacher aide

| vle give 5 Lours credit only for summer

! sesgion student tsaching

~ West Virginia Wesleyan Collegs,

Buckhannon, West Virginia Internship program

Marian College of Fond du Lac, |

Fond du Lac, Wisconsin Professional semester with September
experience

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Viterbo College, La Crosse, Wis=-
consin

Carthage College, Kenosha, Wise
consin

Lawrence University, fpvleton,
Wisconsin

Edgewood College s Madison, Wiscone
sin

Wisconsin State UniversityaOshkosh,
Oshkosh, Wisconsin .

University of Wisconsin, Madison,
Wisconsin

Wsconsin State Universityumuteo
water, Whitewater, Wisconsin

Wisconsin State University, Superior,
Wisconsin

Carroll Oollege;, Watﬂcesha, Wiscon-
gin

Alverno College, Milwaukee, Wige
consin

Dominican College, Racins, Wiscon-
sin -

Univers:.ty of Wyoming, Laramie,
Wyoming

Interaction analysis
Video tape A

Methods, guidance and reading are
taught concurrently with the student
teaching experience

Secondary level - change from full
tims during first 5 weeks to 3 hours
per day and extending the methods
courses until Christmas

Internship

Full time semester internships available
to qualilied graduate and undergraduate
students in addition to the block time
program, training of cooperating teache
ersy ‘belesupervis:.on

'Experimental programs - clinical pro=

fessionship

Exchange progran
P'rt;fessional .semest.er
Block program

Six students per year live inawn:i: area
and do their student teaching there

We are exploring a fellowship=interne
ship program via a federal grant




STUDENT TEACHING RESEARCH GRANTS
Supplemental Report Noo 2

Dr. James A, Johnson
Northern Illinols University
DeKalb, I1linois

’

8 July, 1968

d <

NOTE: This report is intended to supplement the final report of A NATIONAL
SURVEY OF STUDEHT TEACHING PROGRAMS which was conducted under a grant from
the UoS.’ Office of Education (Grant No. OEG 3-7-068182-2635). In this sur-
vey, a rather lengthy questionnalire was sent to each of the 1,110 teacher
preparing institutions in the United States. Returns were recelved from 847
(or 76%3) of thess institutions, Thé flnal report just mentloned presents
the general findings of this surveys however, this supplemental report el=
aborates upenithe findings of questionnaire item Noo. 23 which asked, "Have
you received any rvesearch grants in your student teaching program durlng the
past two years? [ | Yes Noo If Yes: Amount of grant?; Source of grant?j
and Title of research project?" Five per cent of the respondents answered
Yes to this question. This supplemental report lists these institutions and
the amount, source, and title of thelr respectlve research grants.
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INSTITUTION AMOUNT SOURCE TITLE
University of Scuthern Cale
ifornia, Los Angeles, Calif. | $103,800 (2 yrs)| Titles Vb Prospective Teacher
G 750,000 (2 yrs)| Titles Ve Fellowship and Nao
tional Teachers Corps
- Fort Lewls College, Durango, .
Colorado Titlas III English As a Sec=
ond Language = BoT.Ao
work study program
’Reg:!.é Coliege, Denvery; Coloxe
. ado 30,000 Title I ESE A
Southern Connecticut State ‘
College, New Haven, Conn,. Yale « C.A.P
Agency Scyranton Tutorial
Project
Yale Univeraity, New Haven,
Connecticut Title I Community Problems
| : Schools, New Haven
Fort Valley State College, : |
Fort Valley, Georgia 1900 Southern Ed=
. ‘ ucaticn Found-
ation Improving Compatence
of Cooperating Teache
ers .
Georgla Southern College,
Statesboro, Georgla . 15,000 U.S, Office of
Education Utilization of Video
tape in Student Teache
ing
Knox College, Galesburg, I1l.| 35,000 Kottering Found-
ation Surmer Institute for
Cooperating Teachsrs
Northern :1llinols University,
DeKalb, I)llinois 8,000 UsSe Office of
Education A National Survey of
Student Tesaching Proe=
gxang ]
Indiana State University,
Terre Haute, Indiana 345520 UoSoe Office of

Isolating Relevant
Variableg in Student
Teaching Asssssment

i
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INSTITUTION AMOUNT | SOUHCE TITLE
University of Notre Dame,
Notre Dama, Indiana & 52,000 U.5. 0ffice of
Education I1.A.Gs grant for progranm
development in several
areas
Friends University, Wichita,
Kansag ‘ h,ODO UeSe Governe
ment An Experimental T.V,
Center for Teacher Educa=
tion
Marymount Collegey Salina, .
Kansaa L ghi50 Title III- X
, Higher Educa-
\ tion « Public
, Law §9=329
University of Maryland, :
Collega Park, Maryland UoSoe Office of
. : Education
Michigan State Unlveralty, : . '
East Lansing, Michigan 600 | Michigan State
University Teachsr Behavior Analysls
(follow up of student -
teachers)
* College of St. Scholastica, :
Duluth, Minnesota 1,200 Hill Foundation |.Superviglon and Evalvation
of Student Teachers
College of St. Thomagy St,
Pauly Minnesota Upper Midwest
Regional Educae
tional Lab
Gustanug Adolphus Collegs,
St, Peter, Minnesota 600 Go.A.C. Research
Fund A Student Teaching Council
With Public School. Bepre«
sentatives
University of Nsbraslkay Lin-
coln, Nabraska 135,000
90,000"' '
(T. V. (. EY)
quipment) | Mid=continent
Regional Educa-
tional Lab Techniques of lLearning

T P

Teaching Processes

3
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Syracuse University, Syram
cugey New York .

North Carolina Collegey, Dure
ham, North Carolina

Xinfield College, MeMinnville,
Oregon

Linfield Oolln gey Mk Hnnvillo,
Oregon

University of Oregon, Eugoene,
Oregon

36,720

35000

50,000

55,000

100,000

tion

ment of Educae

State Departe~
nent of Educa~
tion and Syrae
cuse University

Southern Bd=
ucational Found-
ation

Hill Family

|

Prospective
Toachor Prow
gram

INSTYTIUTION ATIOONT™ SUURCE TITLE
Columbia University, Teachers . .
College, New York, New York & 30,000 Local Collegs
Funds
Queens College of the City
" Unlversity of New York, Flush-
ing, New York VeSa0olie School<Unlversity Teach-
er Education Center
" Skidmore College, Saratoga
Springs, New York Joint Local Fublic School
and College 3tudent Teache
ing Center
State University Collegw, , |
Brockport, New York 46,000 U.Se Office of
Education Simlation Project in
Student. Teaching
State University of New York
af Genoseo, Genesao, NoYo 2,000 State Departe -

A Component Task Analy=
gls of Teaching

A Pilot Study of the In=
fluence on Student Teachers
of a Training Program for
Cooperating Teachers in
Inmer-city Scheols

Summer Institute for Co-
operating Teachers
Video tape work

Upgrading Student Teachw
ers and.thelr Supervisors




— INSTITOTION SOUFCE TIILE
Carneges Mellon University,
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania $ 36,000 UosS. Office of
: Education Vidseo tape in teacher

proparation

Slippey Rock State Collegs, |

Slippey Rock, Pennsylvania Speclal Educa~

| tion
-Temple University, Philadel~
phlap Pennsylvania 12,000 Uo.So Office of
Education Four Types of Supervise

ing Conferences in Elemsn~
tary Student Center Pro-
gram

University of Pennsylvania,

Philadelphiay Pennsylvania 50,000 UoSe Office of

/Catholic Universlty of Puerto
Rico, Pontels Puerto Rico

Coker Collegey Hartsville,
South Carolina

Memphis State Unlversity,
Merphla; Tennegsce

Toxas A & ¥ University, Cole
lege Station, Texas

Washington State University,
Puliman, Washington

1,000,000

7,000

9,892

195000

'59000

Education «
Title Vo

Title III

Federal Gove
ermmsnt

Fedoral Gove
ernmant

Institutional
Grant - Title V

Northwest Rege
ional Lab -
M<STEP

Experimantal Secondary
Teacher Education Program
in Urban Areas for Rscent
Liberal Arts Graduates

Operatie and Maintain-
ence of Supplementary Ed=
veational Center and Serw
vices

Regearch in Pre<School
Requirsments

Selected Aspects of Selfe |
Supervieing Student Teache |
ers

Application of Technology
;: the Improvement of Teach-
o |

3

4]
Malti-Etate Toacher Educae g

tion Project
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INSTITUTION AMOUNT SOURCE TITIE

L PSRRI S L I

Marshall University, Hout-
ington, West Virginia $ 40,000 West Virginia
legislature Experimental Project in
Teacher Education

West Virginia State College,

Institute, West Virginia - | West Virginia
| o leglslaturs Multi-State Teacher Ed=

ucation Project

AR TR R P RS RO T A T

Wisconsin State University,
Whitewatery; Wisconsin UMREL Clinical Profeasorship
Iraining Program

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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'INTERNSHIP PROGRAMS
Supplement Report No. 3

Dro James A, Johnson
Northern I1linois University
DeKalb, Illinols

8 July, 1968

NOTE: Thils report is intended to supplement the final report of A NATIONAL
SURVEY OF STUDENT TEACHING PROGRAMS which was conducted under a granbt from
the U.Se Office of Education (Grant Noo. OEG 3«7-068182-2635)o In this sur=
vey, a rather lengthy questionnaire was sent to each of the 1,110 teacher

preparing institutions in the United States, Returns were received from 847

(or76%) of these instituticns. The final report just mentloned presents the
general findings of this survey; however, this supplemental report elaborates
upon the findings of questionnaire item No, 26 which asked, "Does your institue
tion cperate any internship programs? [ ] Yes [] No, If Yes, very briefly
explain the program(s).” Twenty-two per cent of the respondents answered

this question Yes. This supplemental report lists each of these institutions
and the brief explanatlon they offered.
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INSTITUTSONS OPEEATING INTERNSHIP PROGRAMS

TNSTITUTION

PROGRAM
[ ]

- e o DT e 2

Tuskeges lnstituta, Tuskegesy Alabamu

University of Arkansas, Fayotteville,
Arkansas : \

California Lutheran College, Thougand
Oaks, California

{

California State Gollege at Fullers
tony, Fullertony California

California State Polyteclnic College,
San Luls Obispoy Califor.da

Chapnan Collegs, Oranges California

Irmaculata Heart College; los Angeles,
California

Mount St., Maryls College; Los Angeles,
Californda

Pepperdinz Collegey Los Angeles,
California :

San Francisco Dolleme for Wemen,
San I ancinso, Californds

San Fronciuso Btate College, San
Francisco, Californla

T

Gradwate interns - MA people - elenene
tary, secondary, gulcance « one yaar

Acministrative internships - there 1is
no internship program to develop spece
i2lists in student teacher supervision

One week summer pre~service workshop,

i 4ncluding 5 weeks of student teaching,

video playback, cooperation with local
public schools, and 5 days a week pro=

gran .

Spacial program in Biology where dise
trict teachsrs aro released to work on
a masters degree

The student teachers in the agricule
ture education program recelve pay

| District provides fulletime supervislon

for each 10=12 interns

Surmer sessions following B.A. =~ used
to complete course requiremente o intere
viewlng year is full=gsalary-fulletime
internship

Blementary fir degreed studenis

Intern one year « complete 30 unib
postgraduate raquliraents

Only best studsnts are allewed to enter
on an intarnship program < ong yoalr

Only at the requast of a specifis achool.
district for a spuwific student

y
Sy

i o




INSTITUTION PROGRAM

L O ha

San Fernando Valley State College,
Northridge, California Hequires conpletion of all credential

: courses in Education and one leunit
asslgnment of student teaching prior
to &ntern assigmment

San Jose State College; San Jose,

California - Intornship
Stanlslaus State College, Turlock, .
Californis Student teaching during academic year
and one summar session and ona ysar
& teaching

St. Joseph College, Orange, California| Two ysars of supervised toaching under
the direction of a master teacher

Unlversity of the Pacific, Stockton, ' :
Celifornia ) : Secondary and elementary < summer school,
agademlc  yesr, and followed by Znvolvee
ment with pupils « goms theory, full
teacher level during year with close

supervigion by #chool and university
University of Santa Clara, Santa ' '

Clarag California Mathematics
Colorado College, Colorado Springs, |
- Colozrado ' : A MoAoTo in elementary school teaching
Colorado State College, Greeley, '
Coloirado : Undergradvate intern program full or
: part time

University of Denvar, Denver, Color
ado Graduate level only

Contral Connacticut State Collese, |
Now Dritain, Connectieut Cadet toachinge-teachars paid for their
savsdess and receiving supervision from
the college to meet student teaching

requiremonts
Fairfleld Univorgity, Fairfield,
Connecticut For administrators in training
University of Connceticut, Stoyrs,
Connscticub Soma students internship in spsclal
edunation

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Western Connecticut State College,

Danburyy; Connecticut Intensive program for college grad-
’ uates

American University, Washington, D.C. | Internships in teaching, guldance,
and counseling « spu¢ial education
offered to master degree students

Howard University, Wezhingtons D.Co MoAoTe MeAe for teachers of dlsade
vantaged children

f Florida A & M University, Tallahassse, .
Florida Administrative Internship as a principal

at the elementary or secondary level
supportad by funds froem a foundation

Florida Southern College, Lakeland,

, Florida Sama as student teaching

University of Miami, Coral Gables,

: Florida Graduate doctoral internships in all
| : areas

s | Emary University, Altanta, Georgla MeA. in teaching = pald % year interna
; ' ship

; Georgla State College, Atlantay
- Georgia Students who have had less than three

L . | years experience as teachers must

have internship as part of the mabters
degree
Mercer University, Macon, Gsorglia Reading specialist
'i West Georgia Colihage, Caxrrollton, Q

Georgla Student teaching ragarded as internship

Tolentine College, Olympls Fields,

I1linols Become teachers when they finlsh their

' Theology courses and in many cases have

their nasters degree in thelr field -
learn through practicums in this period

Unlversity of Chicago, Chicagop Il=
1linois For MoAoTe candidates

Ball State University, Muncley, Inde '
Jana Graduate programs in speclal arcas

\ Indiana Universltys Bloomington, Inde
1ana Interns teaching on a susegter basis
after an integrated methods and stu=
dent teaching experlence

EKC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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University of Notre Damo s Notre Daine,
Indiana

- St Joseph's College, Rensselaer,
| Indiana

Valparaiso Un:lverszt.ys Valparaisa,
Ind_w

. Central College, ?ella’ Towa

| 'Morningside Collegey S:loux City,
Iowa

Parsons College, Fairfield , Iowa
'Weétma: College; Lo Mars, Iowa |

' Kansas State Univers:.tyg Manhatm

tanp Kansas

o Washburn University, Topekas Kansaa
Cathernine Spalding College, Louisa
ville, Kentucky

Nazareth Colleza, Nazareth, Kentucky

University of Loulsville, Loulsville,
Kentucky

Ursuline Collége s Louisville, Kene
wucky

- Internship for one year

Ons semester fulletime, half year
pay as part of M.A.T. program

For experimental teachers who have had
5 or more years of classroom experience

Four graduate students are in a fellow=
ship program but student teaching is
same as undergraduate’

lith and 5th year program of internship,

summer school 13 used for scme of the

academic or professional courss work

One semester with three=fourths pay

Wisconsin type plan on an experimental
basis with one school system

A program for graduates to complete
educatdion courses while teachin under
supervisors

Students have bachelors dégrees and

gpend one semester dolng student
teaching = inexperienced teacher i‘ele-
lowship program :

Elementary principal internship

Bight men in an internship program
at local scheol

Uncertified teachers on full salary
recelve a minimum of supervision and
gtudent teaching credlt in return for
their tuition

Only persons with a degree and a cert-
ificate wiith a professional conmitment
are eligible




INSTITUTION

PROGRAM

Nicholls State Collegey, Thibodaux,
Loulslana

Xgvie:rr University, New Orleans,
Loulslana
University of Maine, Orono, Maine

Goucher Coliega, Touson, Maryland

A Y

Maryland Institute, Baltimore,
Maryland

Uaivarsn.ty of Maryland, College
Parky Maryland

Boston Collsge, Chestnut Hi].'l.,
Massachusetts

Boston University, Bostong Massm |
achusetts

College of Bostonpy Boston, Massachue
setts

Hortheastern University, Boston,
Massachusetts

Smith Cellege s Horthamptons Maggw
achusetts
Tuf'ts University, Medford, Massachu-

setts

Hillscéale Collepe, Hillsdale, Michiw
gan

Elementary intexnvhlp program ‘at the
undergrzduate level

National Teachers Corp Program
MoAoTo program |

Graduate program for liberal arts grade
uates preparing to teach grades leb.

A ljj~week pre-session and a lst semester
precede the 2nd semester internship.
Paid, independent teaching assigmment
supervigad by cooxrdinator in school
system

Graduate internship
Guidance, administration gtudents

MoAoTe = MoSoTo full year « % tima for
6 semester hours of credit intern paid

| 32500000

~

Two science teachers who tesach a sem=
ester - each will complete MoA. in
2 summers and 2 semester programs

i graduzte students in Boston Publie
fchools = receive % year salary and
attend grad courses the othex half

About 25% of students have prior paid
positions as teacher aldes

Surmer sscondary

For teachers of emotionally disturbed
and physically handicapped

Particimta in the Twin Valley Communit.y
.T.aarm.ng Program at Coldwatex
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Marygrove College, Detroity; Michigan

Michigan State University, Bast Lanse
ing, Michigan

University of Michigan, Michigan

College of St. Thomas, St. Paul,
Mimmesota '

 Macalaster bollege, St. Paul, Minno
esota .
Mankato State College, Mankato, Minn-

esota

Stats College, St. Cloud, Minnesota

Fontbonne College, Clayton 5, Missouri

Washington University, St. Louis,'
Missourl

Eastern Montana College, Billlngs,
Montana

University of Hontana, Missoulay
Montara

Creighton, Omaha, Nebraska

University of New Hampshiray Durham,
New Hempshire

Reading Feliowship Program

Elementary only « 5 academic years =
intern year supervised by an intern
consultant at ratio of one ¢onsultant
to 5 interns

Teachers who have not received a teache
ing certificate and are observed in
thelr ovn class

MeA.T. internships for 2 semesters

For M. Ed., students without student
teaching

MeAoTe

Residency in teachlng because it takes
place during first year of regular teache
ing and after completion of regular

B.S, ‘teaching program and full certiﬂ.-
cation

Special education

MoAlT. program for students with B.A.

in subject area. Begins with summer
school student teaching - one semester

"on campus with full graduate academic

load, one semester as intern

Pilot program at the present time -
this is a fourth year undergraduate
program, all of the fourth year is
szent in schhel situation

For administratora and counselors
Teacher aide program « elementary act

for 2«3 hours a week with teacher

MoA«Ts program for both elementary and
gecondary
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INSTITUTION

PROGRAM

Fairleigh Dickinson University,
Rutherford, New Jersey

New Jersey

RS S e

Cityy New Jerssy

Jersey

New Jersey

toles, New Mexico

New Me:dco State Universityy Las
Cruces, New Mezico

quey New Mexico

Adelphi Universlty, Garden City,
New York

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

- 'Georgian Court College, lLakewood,

Jersey City State College, Jerssy

Rider Collegey Trenton, New Jersey:

Trentcn State Collega, Trenton, Few

Westminster Choir College, Princeton,

Eastern New Mexico University, Pore

| University of New Mexico, Albuqueres

MeAoTo

In~gervice supervised teaching program
diquired for state certification =
teachers under contract elementary or
secondary take 2 semesters and evening
seminar

MoA«Ts and supervised gseminar in teache
ing

A small graduate Internship program

. MeAoTo program in which students do 9

weeks of student teaching under a
cooperating teacher (not the usual paid
internship)

Two ineservice teachers conduct inter-
view, observe teaching, require lasson
planning, and evaluations

Edo S, ($2400,00 stipand)
Participate in Teacher Corps Program

Outstanding junior student teachers are

given thelr own c¢lassrooms as seniorse. .

The cooperating school. systems pay these
students a $1,000,00 stiperd and we pay
the senior year tuivion

Provisionally certified teachers during
their first year of teaching may elect

an internship course which meets 2 hours
per week on campus in the evenlng. A
member of the Education Department assists
the principal at the school for supers
vision of the new teacher
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INSTITUTION

PROGRAM

City College, New York, New York

Colgate University, Hamilton, New
York

Cornell Uni#ersity, Ithaca, New
York

Columbia Universify, New York, New
York

Hofstra University, Hempstead, New
York '

Manhattanville College, Purchase,
New York

Manhattan School of Muslicy New York,
New York

New York State University,; Buffalo,
New York

New Yorlt University, New York, lNew
York

Niagara University, New York

Pratt, Brooklyn, New York

Iiberal arts grads taking a M.S. in
Education and internship at the sams
tins :

MoAeTo program for recent liberal arts
graduates in thz secondary flelds of
English,. social studies, romance languages,
mathematics, and science

MoAoTo « 2 terms and a summer

A Tifth year program that is not un-
Jike our student teaching except the
intern 1s a half=time, halfepaid school

employes

None in secor{dary education = special
education « educational administratione-
educational psychology

A part of the Master of Arts in Teache
ing program at the college, there is

a team internship program = teams cone
gist of two elementary or secondary
interns one of whom teaches full-time
each semester, and onz of whom assists
two days per week in the same classroom

Internship in study leading to certife
lcation as Curriculum Adminlstrator in
Music

Part of a program for urban education
for preparation of teachers for core
schools

Toacher Corps program for returned
Poace Corps volunteers - graduates
administrative interns

Student is assigned to an area school
i‘or 10 weeks full-timeo

Graduate M.S. students only

e
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INSTITUTION

PROGRAM

Queens College, Flushing, New York
State University of New York, Al

' bany, New York

State University of New York, Bufe
falo, New York

State University of New York, Corte
land, New fork

State University Collegey, Fredenla,
New York

State University College, Brocke
port, New Yorlk

State University Collegey Oswegop
New York

Syracuse University, Syracuse,
New York

Appalachian State University,
Boone, North Carolina

Duke University, Djirham, North
Carolina '

Elon Collegey Elon Collepe, North
Carolina

North Carolina Colleie, Durham,
North Carolina

Only on graduate level |

"Grado IfeAs = MeSe program - One sume
mer and one year =« intern fulle-time
one semaster = paid by local school
board, 32,5000000

A program is a core Jjunior high .
school

Program in secondary English

Secondary English program and a Nursery
.8school through third grade program
‘being instituted this year - MoAoZo

in elementary education next year

',11 students who are graduates are

placed in an offecampus center for
student teaching and professionzl
courses for 'ohe entire year

Interns receive $1500 for one half
year teaching - supervision 1s supe
plied by both school ane college
(about 8 enrolled now)

Internship program is part of the pre=
viously funded Urban Teacher Prepare
ation Program -

. Internship in Educational Administra-
tion < internship for supervising
teachers « internship for guidance

MoAoTo program

Work under supervision of qualified
public school supervisor full day for
a@ight weeks

Experlenced teacher fellowship pro-
gram in educational media

s
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INSTITUTION

PROGRAM

Univesrsity of North Carolina, Chapel
Hi11l, North Carolina

University of North Carolina, Greens-
boro, North Carolina:

Mary College, Bismarcky North Dakota
NeOoSoUoy Fargo, North Dakota

Antioch Collegs, Yellow Springs,
Ohio

Ashland College, Ashland, Ohlo

Case-Western Reserve Unlversity,
Clevaland, Ohio '

Cleveland State University, Cleve=
land, Ohlo

Collegze of Wooster, Wooster, Ohlo
Hiram Collsgey Hiram, Ohlo

John Carroll University, Cleveland,
Ohlo

Oberlin Collegey Oberlin, Ohlo

5th year program for liberal arts
to secondary « 6th year program for
liberal arts grad. to elementary
teaching

Ml oTo prograino Degsigned for those
wishing to go into English, social
studies, math, and sclence |

Nurses (physiciatric)

Educational Administration for school
administration « counseling and
guldance procticum

MoAoTo in secondary, social studies,
internships in Washingtony, DCo,
Philadelphia, Penn., and Ohio

Pilot study this year e credit award-
od in Juns

Graduate lsvel in guidance and school
psychology |

Internship programn

MoAoTe program - raquire one semester .

Anternship for all candidates except
oxperienced teachers

Intern capacity for each teacher can=
didate = may last for anywhere from
1l qtre to 2 years = clementary cane
d:date may elect 5 year program ine
cluding student teaching in school
acvepting intern at partial payr

MoA.To programs and a small number of
carofully supervised student tsacher
interns

Llemsntarye last year of MeA.T. cure
ricvlum, fulletime, full-pay (pree
ceded by student teaching in Sth yrp)
Sesondary~ one semester, fullstime,
full-pay (during one year program)
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, “INSTITUTION

PROGRAM

University of Akron, Akron, Ohio

gniversity of Cincimnati, Cincinnati,
hio

Xavier University, Cincinnati, Ohio

University of Oklahomay, Normang Oklae
homa

Lowis and Clark College, Portlandg
Oregon

Linfield College, McMinnville, Oree
gon

Oregon College of Educatlon, Mon-
mouthy Oregon

]

Portland State College, Portland,
Oregon

Southern Oregon College, Ashland,
Oregon

Universlty of Oragdn o Bugeney Oregon

Alleghaﬁy College,y Meadville, Penn-
sBylvania ‘

Bucknell University, Lewisburg, Penno

Teacher Corps Project

Graduate students

Graduate students in full-time teache
ing who must acquire student teaching
cradit

Administrative internships in higher
education, special education, counselw

ing, and guidance

MoAeTo = 5th year requirements aimed
at BeAe with or without previous pro=
fesslional course work

Teach % time in schools on half salarye
attend 2 summer schools and a school
year < ggf. M.Ao and certifiqate

For all who huve!completed work except
student teaching:«~ earn 21 credit hours
during year plus two-thirds of a begine
ning teachert's salary

For gelected students only

Elementary only « two interns team with
one regular teacher in operation of two
classrooms

‘Elementary/secondary = 15 months « poge

ible 6th ywar

' Fifth year involves full-time, fulle

pays intensively supervised interne
ships and related courses. Summer
before and after = part of Molo proe
gram = geared to Internship

Only in elementary semester of practice

teaching at half salary, plus profession=

al. education courses
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| . INSTITUTION PROGRAM

I Indiana University, Indisna, Pennsyl- . ‘
Al vania Selocted students are assignad for

| ' one semester lnternship without creds
it (elementary)

‘ V' Millersville State College, lvi.’t.].ZLtams-m
| . ville, Pennsylvania B.,S. degree people in a paid expere
| {ence ‘and supervised

Philadelphia Musical Academy,; Philae
delphia, Pennsylvania Student placed as begimning term
substitute in Phila. public schoolse
1 semester 5 days a week all day e
raceives 9 credit hours

et e A WA B R T i

Shippensburg State College, Shipe
pensburg, Pennsylvania Speclal cases for graduate school end
certification

Ursinus College, Collegeville,
Rl  Penngylvanis Graduates of the institution who did

: not prepare to teach can be supervised
;! . on the Jjob to receive student teaching
i credit and provisional certification

Washington & Jefferson College,
i _ Washington, Pennsylvania Intern program the lst semester of
i . senlor yeare not pald intern program

Wesd Chester State Collegs, West
Choster, Pennsylvania For gradwates who have A.B. and are
certifying for teaching

a ' Temple University, Phildelphia, Penne| National Teacher Corps = Mo Ede =
' ) Primesite « bl, fl, « M. Ed. seconde
| ' ary internship ITPG « M, Ed,

Graduzte School of Educationy; Phile
adelphlay, Pennsylvania One year M.S. surmer, limited student
teaching. Fall & spring halfetime
teaching Iln inner c¢ity school, halfe
A tine study at GoSo Iide Course work in

i , both eds and iajor fields, balary paid
by school district of Philia » % starting
salary for reguvlar teacher

University of Pittsburgh, Pitts«a
burgh, Pennsylvania Too complicated to explain briefly.
Write to Director if this is needed
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INSTIIUTION

PROGRAM

Brown University, Providencs, Rhada,
Islang

Rhode Island College, Providence,
Rhode Island

Converss College, Sparbanburg,
South Carolina

South Carolina State College, Oranga-;

burgs; South Carolina

South Dakota State University, Brooke
ings, South Dakota

East Tennessee State University,
Johngson City, Ternessea

Memphis State University, Memphis,
Tennesses

Sam Houston State College, Hunts«™
villae, Texas

Sul Ross State College, Alpine,
Toxas

Toxas Technological College, Lee-
bleack, Texas

Brigham Young University, Prove, Utah

Utah State University, Logan, Utah
Weber State College, Ogden, Utah

T R R
2 |
£

worlkdng as teamsg.

Graduate student in secondary school
only ,

 Speclal education for grad students

! Mol eTe progfam = secondary educatione

ona full year in internship included-
close supervision by college staff

Oraduate students in a prospective

teacher?!s program

One year as an intern in a public
school

Teacher Corps Program

Full=time teaching experience for one
year < avallable for candidates for
MoAoTe , secondary school

School Administration

Administration program « 60 hours above
the BoAo is required for this certifice
ate « one samester ls used for interne
ship

On the advanced graduate level only
Undergraduate culminating. Some ons
semester, soms two senester. <Ywo~three
students per master teacher. Some
Approximately onse
half salary

Very liwmited

Student receives % of beginning teachers
salary, goes for a full year of for %
year « summer clinic on micro teaching
and sapecial workstrora
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INSTITUTION

PROGRAM

Lyndon State College, Lyndonville,
Vermont

University of Vermont, Vermont

Presbyterian School of Christian
Education, Richmond, Virginia

University of Virginiay Charlottes—
ville, Virginia

Virginia State College, Peterzburg,
Virginia _

'University of Washingtohg Seattle,

Washington

Washington State Univeraity, Pulls,
mang. Washington

Whitworth College, Spokane, Washa

West Virginia Wasleyan College,
Buclkharnon, West Virginia

Weat Virginia University, Morgan=
towm, Vest Virginia

Marquette Unlversity, Milwaukee,
Wisconsin

Pilot program « students completed
college work e pald three=fourths
salary-weekly seminars on campus o
weekly visits by supervisor from
college

Six students on a so=called English
Internship = Prospective Tasacher
Fedaral Fund Program

Offer two graduate teaching fellowe
ships

Ons year fellowship program at the
University followed by a full year of
internshlp, teaching four classes =
two summers with full year of intérne
ship between, teaching three classes
and taking ane course each semester

Mol oTo
Administrative interns

Only for school administrators =
principals and superintendent credenw-
tials

Elementary and secondary principal
credentials

Students assist teachers in classroom
two hours per week in methods courses

Jidmited beginning « six student teach-

ers

]

1

Students with BoSo. degree and 265 GoPeulo
For secondary, areaz of need = English,
Math, Sclencep, Program tailored to .
background and training of student to=
ward certification
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- INSTITUTION

PROGRAM

University of Wisconsin, Madison,
Wisconsin

Viterbo Collegas, ia Crosse, Wise
consin

Wisconsin Stats University, Oshkosh,
Wisconsin

Wisconsin State University, Whitewater,
~ Wisconsin :

W:lsconsin State Unlversity, Superior,
Wisconsin

Wisconsin State Unlversity, Platiso
ville, Wisconsin

Wisconsin State University, Stevens
Point, Wisconsin

Wisconsin State University, La
Cresse, Wiseonsin

Wigconsin State Universibys River
§ Falls, Wisconsin

EKC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Intermship program in both elemsntary
and secondary for certification and
Modo degree = full tims internship
for qualified undergrads and grads

One intern this semester. We coope
erate with the University of Wiscon=
sin in this program

Undergraduate internship

WIP program (in cooparation with
University of Wisconsin and other
state universities)

JPull=tine for semester « $1200 conw

tract o certified by state « coopere
ative program for state university

One semester paid internship($1200)
1s avallable to MoAoTo studenta and
students doing internship in cultur-
ally handicapped areas only. Al
other student teaching in usual mane
ner

Work with the University of Wisconsin
and other state universities. Program
calls for a one week summer workship,

the September experience of a hOmSO%
full teaching responsibility plus work
under a cooperating teacher « stipend
is 91200 for the semester = to be raised
to $1500 next year

Replaces student teaching for seniors o
only oxcellent students involved, lass
than 5% of eligible candidates

Graduate and honors undergraduate proo
gram in cooperation with University of

Wisconsin and the othor state universitiles
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THE USE OF GRADUATE STUDENTS TO
SUPERVISE ETUDENT TEACHERS

Supplemental Report Noo b

Dr. James A. Johnson
Northern I1linoig University
""" DeKalb, I1linois

8 July, 1968

NOUTEs This report is intended to supplement the final report of A HATIONAL
SURVEY OF STUDENT TEACHING PROGRA!IS which was conducted under a grant from
the U.S. Office of Education {(Grant No. OEG 3~7=008182-2635)c In this sure
vey, a rather lengthy questionnaire was sent to each of the 1,110 teacher
preparing institutions in the United States. Returns were received from 847
(cr 76%) of these institutions. The final report just mentioned presents
tte general findings of this survey; howsver, this supplemental report el-
abtorates upon the findings of questionnaire item No. 30 which asked; "Do
yeu employ graduate students to supervise student teachers? L1 Yes E_J No,
If Yes; approximately what per cent of your total student teaching supere-
vision is done by graduate students rather than by regular faculty members?®
Nine per cent of the respondents answered Yes to this question. This supple=
mental report lists each of these schools and show the ver cent of their to-
tal student teaching supervisien that is done by graduste students,
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- INSTLITIUTION

PERCENTAGE

‘Puckegee Institution, Tuskegee, Alebama

University of Alabama, University, Alabama
Arizona State University, Tempe, Arizona

University of Arkahsaa, Fayetteville, Arkansas

Claremont Graduate School, Claremont, California

St. Joseph Goilége, Orange, California

University of Southern California, Los Angeles,

Ca;ifornia

University of the Pacific, Stockton, Calif-
ornda :

Colorado State College, Greeley, Colorado
ﬁniversity of Colcrado, Boulder, Colorado
University of Deaver, Denver, Colorado

Hartford Seminary Foundation, Hartford,
Conneticut

University of Conmecticut, Storrs, Conneticut
University of Florida, Gainesville, Florida
Univexsity of Miami, Coral Gables, Floxida
Emary University, Altenta, Georgla

The University of Chicago, Chicago, Illinois
University of Iliimois, Urbana, Illinois
Ball State Universigy, Muncie, Indisna
Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana

University of Notxe Dame, Notxe Deme, Indiana

University of Iowa, Iowa City, Towa

22

50%

28%
10%
90%
80%

107

102
20%
30Z

40%

5%
10%
10%

3z

10%
10%
70%
107
50%
107
70%
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INSTITULION | PERCENTAGE
J . '

The University of Kansas, Lawrence, Kansas 60%

University of Maine, Oroho. Maine. 202

University of Maryland, College Park, Maryr

land _ 102
@ Boston College, Chestnut Hill,IMaeséchusetts 70%
5 Boston University, Boston, Massachusetts , 407
] i Michigan State University, East Lansing,

Michigan , 102 .

Wayne State University, Detrolt, Michigan 65%

University of Mississippi, University, Miss~ '

issippl ' 20%

~ St. Louis University, St. Louis, Missouri 70%

Uhiversiﬁy of Missouri, Columbia, Missourl | 10%

Washington University, St. Louis, Missouri © 60%

Montana State University, Bozeman, Montana 10%

University of Mbntana,.MﬂasouIa, Montana 5%

University of Nebraska, Lincolnm, Nebraska | 2%

University of New Mexico, Albuguerque, New o

Mexico . A 25%

City College, New York, New York | | % -

Columbia University, Teachers College, New

York, Hew York 82

Cornell University, Ithaca, New York, New York 502

New York State Univeraity at Buffalo, Buffalo,

Few York ‘ 90%
| Few York University, New York, New York (23
b

State University of New Yoxk at Buffalo,

New York : 90%

State Unlversity College at Fredonia,

Fredonia, New York 50%

Q - . .

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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— INSTLITUTION PERCENTAGE
Syracuse University, Syracuse, New York 50%

A University of Rochester, Rochester, New ‘

g York 50%

gi Duke University, Durham, ﬁbrth Carolina 20%

Univeraity iorth Carolina at Chapel Hill,
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 2%

LR TN RERT T T AR

University of North Carolina at Greensboro, ,
Greensboro, North Carolina ' 10Z

University of North Dakota, Grand Forks,

North Dakota 4 302
Walsh College, Canton,'Ohio A 10% .
; Kent State University, Kent, Ohio , 12
e | ‘
3 Ohfo State University, Columbus, Ohlo _ S22
gbé Ohio University, Athens, Ohio .
i University of Cincinnati, cxnéiunati, Ohio 142
Univerzity of Toledo, Toledo, Ohio 25%
University of Oklzhoma, Norman, Oklzhoma 18%
University of Tulsa, Tulsa, Oklahoma 1%
University of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon 50%
+ Pennsylvania State University, Unlversity
§i Park, Pennsylvania S50%
? Temple University, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 40%
1 Unlyersity of Pennsylvanfa, Philadelphiz,
Pennsylvania 10%
University of Pittsburgh, Plttsburgh, Penn-
sylvania Ly 4
University of South Carolina, Columbia, South
Carolirpa - 20%
L
Q

T

.
R T




TR R e AT aeR RN G A

LTl

s A TTITITIY w :
t«(!d, ".1 '1_.J.J:r’¢iuitt m-‘tl-«»l -6- .

e Ny T AT ALY
N BRI AR T U t#at)

University of South Dzkota, Vermillion,

South Dakota
. Bast Tennessee State University, Johnson City,

Tennessee

University of Tennessee, Knoxville, Temn- ’
egsee 10X
Baylor University, Waco, Texas

Texas A & I Uaiversity, Kengsville, .Taxaa' 107
The University of Texas, 'Agnstin. Texas S0%
.Univeraity of Ho;uat;on, Hoﬁston, Texas 20% .
Brighem Young Unilversity, Prowve, Utah 12
Universeity of Uteh, Salt Laske City, Utah 302
Utah State ’Uuiversity, Logan, ﬁtah 60%
University of Vermont:, Vermont - 22
University of Virginia, Charlottesville, |
Virginia 50%
University of Washipgton, Seattle, Washington 20%
West Virginia University, Morgantcwn, Wast

Virginia LY 4
University of Wisconsin, Maitdison, Wisconsin 60% ﬁ
University of Wyoming, Laramie, Wyoming 5% |




